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ABSTRACT

THE IMPACT OF THE STRUCTURE, FUNCTION, AND RESOURCES OF THE
CAMPUS SECURITY OFFICE ON CAMPUS SAFETY
by
Patricia Anne Bennett
Dr. Vicki Rosser, Examination Committee Chair
Professor of Educational Leadership
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

The topic of this dissertation is college and university safety. This national quantitative
study utilized resource dependency theory to examine relationships between the
incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure, function, and resources of campus
security offices. This study uncovered a difference in reported total crime rates, violent
crime rates, and non-violent crime rates for colleges with police officers, internal
security, contract security, hybrid departments, and no security office. This study
examined the combination of institutional characteristics which best explain the
occurrence of total campus crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime on campus. Two
forms of data collection were used. Data collection includes the use of a web based
survey to determine the structure, function, and resources of selected campus security
offices. Additionally, secondary data was extracted from the publicly accessible annual
campus security reports submitted to the U.S. Department of Education. Analysis of
variance tests found differences between campus security offices, and multivariate linear
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regression examined the influence of structure, function, and resources of the campus
security office on campus crime rates. This study analyzed the statistical relationships
between reported crime statistics and the structure, function, and resources available to
colleges with campus police departments, internal security, contract security departments,
hybrid security office, and no formal security office.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Introduction
Student misconduct has been a part of the American higher education landscape
since the formation of the first colonial colleges. Historically, parents entrusted college
administrators to take all necessary action to ensure a safe environment for the college
students. Until the mid-twentieth century, the in loco parentis doctrine granted college
administrators the authority to deal with all student misconduct swiftly and privately.
While college students celebrated individual freedoms with the death of the in loco
parentis doctrine, parents and college administrators worried about the impact of the loss
of control. With the highly publicized murder of Jeanne Clery at Lehigh University in
1986, public demand for campus safety brought about the passage of the Jeanne Clery
Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act (1990).
The Clery Act (1990) federally mandated that any institution of higher education
receiving federal funds must: 1) create policies and procedures regarding campus safety
practices, including procedures for reporting crime, 2) collect data regarding reported
campus crime for selected criminal offenses, 3) openly disclose the policies and crime
data to the campus community and the United States Department of Education in an
annual report, and 4) immediately issue a timely warning to the campus community in the
event of a serious or ongoing threat to safety (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2005). The Clery Act
required colleges and universities to openly report the nature and frequency of certain
campus crimes believing students would then take appropriate protective action to avoid
becoming victims of crime. The Clery Act prescribed a minimum level of activity which
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all institutions of higher education accepting federal funding must follow to assist in the
creation of safe campuses.
Meeting the minimum Clery Act requirements ensures federal compliance,
however it does not ensure campus safety. The Clery Act does not require institutions of
higher education to create a campus police department or hire internal or contract security
agents; however, many colleges and universities choose to do so. Some colleges and
universities choose to use both campus police and security officers; some colleges and
universities do not have a campus security department and rely solely on local law
enforcement agencies. Access to resources may impact campus security departments. Do
colleges and universities with different forms of campus security experience a difference
in campus safety?
Review of Literature
Before the passage of the Clery Act, Fox and Hellman (1985) were among the
first researchers to quantitatively study the problem of campus crime. Fox and Hellman
(1985) discovered college campuses were safer than their host cities and the location
(urban, suburban, or rural) did not significantly affect the college campus crime rates.
Crime on campus is significantly lower on the college campus than in the host city
(Bromley, 1995; Sloan, 1994; Volkwein, Szelest, & Lizotte, 1995). Property crimes are
the most common type of campus crime, and violent crimes are the least common type of
campus crime (Bromley, 1995; Sloan, 1994; Volkwein et al., 1995). Property crime is
positively correlated with the number of campus security officers (Fox & Hellman, 1985;
Volkwein et al., 1995). Colleges and universities with more resources (such as higher
student tuition revenue, larger library holdings, and medical schools) also reported more
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crime (Fox & Hellman, 1985; Sloan, 1994; Volkwein et al., 1995). As previous research
focused on public four-year institutions, Bromley (1999) extended the body of knowledge
on campus crime by studying community colleges exclusively. He concluded community
colleges were also safer than host cities and experienced property crimes more frequently
than violent crimes. Although relatively safe, all types of criminal activity occur at
colleges and universities.
A few researchers have questioned the accuracy of the available crime statistics.
Carr (2005) asserted campus violence should be considered a serious campus health
issue. Carr (2005) extended the definition of violence to include hazing, suicide, arson,
murder, sexual assault, aggravated assault, celebratory violence, and hate crime based
violence. According to Carr (2005), violent activity on campus is underreported when all
forms of violence are considered. By liberally extending the definition of violence to
include physical, verbal, and psychological attacks, Pezza (1995) concluded acts of
violence are significantly and pervasively underreported on college campuses nationwide.
The argument that acts of personal violence are more common on the modern campus
than in the past may not accurately recognize the history of misconduct in higher
education. Fisher, Sloan, Cullen, and Lu (1998) surveyed students at twelve colleges and
determined one fourth of the respondents indicated they had been victimized on campus
during the 1993-1994 academic year. These researchers reported an additional one fifth
of the respondents indicated they had been victimized off campus. Fisher et al. (1998) did
not clearly define "victimization" for the survey to the respondents.
Gregory and Janosik (2003, 2006) surveyed college administrators on their
responsibilities under the Clery Act. When members of the Association for Judicial
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Affairs were surveyed, 95% of the respondents asserted crime was not deliberately
hidden on campus (Gregory & Janosik, 2003). When members of the Association of
College and University Housing Officers--International were surveyed, 84% of the
responding chief housing officials agreed campus crime was not being deliberately
hidden (Gregory & Janosik, 2006). While there has been debate over the accuracy of the
crime statistics reported in the annual Clery reports, consistent evidence does not exist to
show crime is deliberately or significantly being underreported or hidden by colleges.
However, expanding the definitions related to victimization will certainly expand the
number of identifiable incidents.
Students have been surveyed directly about their experiences with crime on
campus. In a survey of 2,286 undergraduate students, Janosik and Gehring (2003)
discovered 15% of the students indicated they had been a victim of crime while enrolled
at college. Similarly, 89% of the responding students indicated they felt safe on campus.
Only 24% of the students indicated they had actually read the annual security report for
their college (Janosik & Gehring, 2003). According to the Core Alcohol and Drug survey,
7% of the students surveyed in the 1994-1995 academic year admitted to carrying a
weapon unrelated to hunting or employment within thirty days prior to the survey
(Presley, Meilman, & Cashin, 1997). The weapon-carrying group was also more likely to
abuse drugs and alcohol and to suffer adverse consequences from drug and alcohol use
(Presley et al., 1997). In a mailed survey by Miller, Hemenway, and Wechsler (2002),
4.3% of the responding students indicated they owned a gun. Students who owned guns
were at greater risk for binge drinking and other risky behaviors (Miller et al., 2002). Carr
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(2005) found one third of the responding students experienced crime in their living
quarters.
In trying to understand the context of violent crime on campus, Bromley (2005)
qualitatively analyzed articles in the Chronicle of Higher Education from 1989-2001. He
examined articles describing incidents where thirty three people had been murdered on
campus. Bromley (2005) discovered the victims were equally split between male and
female. (The gender of one murdered baby was not revealed.) Half of the victims were
students; the other half were faculty (2), staff (6), visitors (3), and others (3). The twenty
perpetrators were students (11), faculty (1), staff (2), visitors (3), and others (3). Guns
were used in half of the incidents. The victims knew their perpetrators in all but two
incidents. Residence halls were the most common place for the murders to occur.
Bromley (2005) advocated being aware of campus crime statistics is a good start, but
understanding the context of the crimes is the key to avoiding victimization.
There are some gaps in the literature. Literature has not yet been discovered
utilizing the annual security report data collected by the Department of Education for the
last twenty years. Although this is the only source of mandatory reporting data, these data
have not been examined. Voluntary data bases can be skewed when colleges and
universities simply choose not to respond. This problem is eliminated by using the
mandatory reporting data. While some researchers determined crime rates positively
correlated with the number of security officers, this problem is confounded by the fact
that the databases did not make any distinction between colleges and universities with
certified police officers, internal security officers, or contract security officers. It is
impossible to discern if any colleges or universities employed police officers, internal
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security officers, contract security officers, or hybrid departments. In order to accurately
compare the college crime statistics, it is necessary to clearly define the structure of the
campus security office in the initial phase of database building. This distinction needs to
be made.
Theoretical Framework
While the Clery Act (1990) mandates all colleges and universities accepting
federal funding must publicly report the alleged criminal activity occurring on campus,
the Clery Act does not mandate how the college or university must provide campus
security. The college or university may choose to employ certified police officers,
internal security officers, contract security officers, a hybrid department, or they may rely
solely on local law enforcement agencies. The type of security office will affect the range
of safety and security services provided to the campus community. The physical location
and the reporting structure of the campus security office may impact its access to
necessary resources. The campus security office must compete for financial, physical,
and informational resources from other organizations co-existing within the college or
university. The purpose of this study is to utilize resource dependency theory to examine
relationships between the incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure,
function, and resources of campus security offices.
When examining the structure and functioning of an organization, it is important
to remember all organizations exist within the context of a richer environment filled with
other organizations. “The context of an organization is critical for understanding its
activities” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 19). According to resource dependency theory,
organizations depend on each other for physical, financial, and informational resources.
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“The key to organizational survival is the ability to acquire and maintain resources”
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 2). According to Pfeffer and Salancik, it is the responsibility
of the organization’s manager to correctly perceive environmental cues and correctly
steer the organization. Failure to adjust to the environment could result in organizational
demise.
Organizations can be measured in terms of effectiveness and efficiency.
“Organizational effectiveness is an external standard of how well an organization is
meeting the demands of the various groups and organizations that are concerned with its
activities” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 11). The annual Clery report rubric is an example
of an external standard imposed by the federal government and the U.S. Department of
Education on the campus security office in an attempt to determine how effectively the
college is ensuring campus safety. According to resource dependency theory, this type of
annual assessment aids the consumer in determining the “usefulness of what is being
done and of the resources that are being consumed by the organization” (Pfeffer &
Salancik, 2003, p. 11). A campus security office with low levels of crime reported on its
annual Clery report may be deemed as effective.
The annual security reports mandated under the Clery Act do not reveal the type
of campus security utilized at each college or university. Is there a difference in safety
between and among colleges which utilize different types of campus security offices?
What impact do institutional characteristics have on campus crime?
Purpose
The topic of this dissertation is college and university safety. The literature review
will examine college and university safety from a historical perspective as well as a
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review of modern empirical literature relating to campus safety. A safe learning
environment is a basic expectation of all students, staff, faculty, and community
members. Are colleges and universities meeting this expectation? The purpose of this
study is to utilize resource dependency theory to examine relationships between the
incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure, function, and resources of campus
security offices.
Research Questions
This study will address the following questions:


Is there a difference in reported campus crime rates at the per capita level for total
crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime for colleges with police officers,
internal security officers, contract security officers, hybrid departments, and no
security office?



What combination of institutional characteristics best explain the occurrence of
total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime?

Research Design
This national study will examine the incidence of reported crime on college and
university campuses and compare institutional characteristics related to campus security
offices. The researcher will examine the structure, function, and resources of four types
of campus security offices: police departments, internal security officers, contract
security offices, hybrid departments, and campuses without security offices. Data will be
collected from two sources: the U.S. Department of Education's annual security reports
and an informational survey distributed to sample colleges and universities.
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According to the U.S. Department of Education (2010), 10,905 institutions of
higher education submitted annual security reports. By using the U.S. Department of
Education Campus Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool, all of the colleges and
universities that submitted annual security reports in 2010 can be divided into
manageable categories by enrollment size, public or private control, and two or four year
institutions. A random stratified sampling method can be employed to strategically select
colleges and universities to create a sample population which accurately reflects the total
population (Babbie, 2007).
After data is gathered, an ANOVA will be performed to determine if there is a
difference between five types of college or university security offices: police
departments, internal security, contract security, hybrid departments, and no campus
security office (Hinkle, Wiersman, & Jurs, 2003). Multivariate linear regression will be
performed to determine which institutional characteristics best explain the occurrence of
total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crimes on college and university campuses
(Kutner, Nachtsheim, & Neter, 2004).
Definitions
One of the benefits of the Clery Act was the creation of common definitions for
criminal acts. Before the passage of the Clery Act (1990), colleges and universities did
not share a common language when discussing campus safety. Crimes were defined by
local, regional, state, and federal jurisdictions. The same crime, occurring in different
states, could be categorized in different manners. With the passage of the Clery Act,
definitions of criminal acts were unified by adopting many of the federal definitions used
in the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports (USDOE, 2005). Understanding the common
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language sets the stage so campus safety comparisons can be made among and between
colleges and universities.
Aggravated Assault:
An unlawful attack by one person upon another for the purpose of inflicting
severe or aggravated bodily injury. This type of assault usually is accompanied by
the use of a weapon or by means likely to produce death or great bodily harm.
(USDOE, 2005, p. 31)
Arson: “Any willful or malicious burning or attempt to burn, with or without intent to
defraud, a dwelling house, public building, motor vehicle or aircraft, personal
property of another, etc.” (USDOE, 2005, p. 38).
Burglary: “The unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or a theft” (USDOE,
2005, p. 34).
Clery Act: The federal law originally passed in 1990 under the name Crime Awareness
and Campus Security Act. It has been amended, renamed and reapproved. It was
originally named for Jeanne Clery, murdered student at Lehigh University in1986.
The current full name of the act is The Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus
Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act.
Clery report: The annual safety report every institution of higher education must
provide to the public and to the USDOE in October of each year. It must include
three consecutive years worth of selected reported crime statistics as well as
campus safety policies and procedures.
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Drug Law Violations:
The violation of laws prohibiting the production, distribution and/or use of certain
controlled substances and the equipment or devices utilized in their preparation
and/or use. The unlawful cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, purchase,
use, possession, transportation or importation of any controlled drug or narcotic
substance. Arrests for violations of state and local laws, specifically those relating
to the unlawful possession, sale, use, growing, manufacturing and making of
narcotic drugs. The relevant substances include: opium or cocaine and their
derivatives (morphine, heroin, codeine); marijuana; synthetic narcotics—
manufactured narcotics which can cause true addiction (Demerol, methadone);
and dangerous nonnarcotic drugs (barbiturates, Benzedrine). (USDOE, 2005, p.
47)
FBI: Federal Bureau of Investigation
Hate Crimes: A hate crime can be any of the reportable criminal acts defined by the
Clery Act, or any other offense involving bodily injury committed as a result of
the perpetrator’s bias toward the victim due to the victim’s race, gender, religion,
sexual orientation, ethnicity/national origin, or disability. Hate crimes must be
determined on an individual basis (USDOE, 2005, p. 40-41).
Illegal Weapons Possession:
The violation of laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture, sale, purchase,
transportation, possession, concealment, or use of firearms, cutting instruments,
explosives, incendiary devices or other deadly weapons. This classification
encompasses weapons offenses that are regulatory in nature. Include in this
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classification: manufacture, sale, or possession of deadly weapons; carrying
deadly weapons, concealed or openly; using, manufacturing, etc., of silencers;
furnishing deadly weapons to minors; aliens possessing deadly weapons; and
attempts to commit any of the above. (USDOE, 2005, p. 46)
Liquor Law Violations:
The violation of state or local laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture,
sale, purchase, transportation, possession, or use of alcoholic beverages, not
including driving under the influence and drunkenness. Include in this
classification: the manufacture, sale, transporting, furnishing, possessing, etc., of
intoxicating liquor; maintaining unlawful drinking places; bootlegging; operating
still; furnishing liquor to a minor or intemperate person; underage possession;
using a vehicle for illegal transportation of liquor; drinking on train or public
conveyance; and attempts to commit any of the above. (USDOE, 2005, p. 48)
Motor Vehicle Theft: “The theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle” (USDOE, 2005, p.
36).
Murder and Non-Negligent Manslaughter: “The willful (non-negligent) killing of one
human being by another” (USDOE, 2005, p. 25).
Negligent Manslaughter: “The killing of another person through gross negligence”
(USDOE, 2005, p. 26).
Noncampus Building or Property:
Any building or property owned or controlled by a student organization that is
officially recognized by the institution; or any building or property owned or
controlled by an institution that is used in direct support of, or in relation to, the
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institution’s educational purposes, is frequently used by students, and is not
within the same reasonably contiguous geographic area of the institution.
(USDOE, 2005, p. 13-14)
Non-violent crime I: For the purpose of this study, these are primarily property crimes
typically committed against another individual. These include: burglary, motor
vehicle theft, and arson.
Non-violent crime II: For the purpose of this study, these crimes primarily affect the
individual who commits them and include: illegal weapons possession, drug
violations, and liquor law violations.
Police Officers: While individual state laws vary, police officers generally receive
specific state approved peace officer training and are charged with enforcing the
laws of the local community. Police officers are public employees. Police officers
typically carry lethal weapons and make arrests (Burton, Frank, Langworthy, &
Barker, 1993).
Public Property: “All public property, including thoroughfares, streets, sidewalks, and
parking facilities, that is within the campus, or immediately adjacent to and
accessible from the campus” (USDOE, 2005, p. 17).
Robbery: “The taking or attempting to take anything of value from the care, custody, or
control of a person or persons by force or threat of force or violence and/or by
putting the victim in fear” (USDOE, 2005, p. 29).
Security Officers: While individual state laws vary, security officers receive minimal
training. Responsibilities are limited to observing and reporting problems.
Security officers are typically employees of private businesses and are not bound
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by the same standards public police officers must follow. Security officers
typically are not permitted to carry lethal weapons or make arrests (Ruddell,
Thomas, & Patten, 2011).
Sex Offenses (Forcible): “Any sexual act directed against another person, forcibly and/or
against that person’s will; or not forcibly or against the person’s will where the
victim is incapable of giving consent” (USDOE, 2005, p. 27).
Sex Offenses (Non-Forcible): “Unlawful, non-forcible sexual intercourse” (USDOE,
2005, p. 29).
UCR: The Uniform Crime Report is published by the FBI annually. Law enforcement
agencies voluntarily provide data on reported selected crimes.
USDOE: United States Department of Education
Violent crimes I: For the purpose of this study, these crimes have resulted in death. These
include: murder/non-negligent manslaughter and negligent manslaughter.
Violent crimes II: For the purpose of this study, physical assaults these crimes have not
resulted in death. These include: forcible sex offenses, non-forcible sex-offenses,
robbery, and aggravated assault.
Delimitations
The analysis of data is restricted to reported crime statistics. It may be possible
crimes have been underreported by victims (Carr, 2005; Fisher et al., 1998; Pezza, 1995).
It is possible, but unlikely, crimes are being deliberately hidden by administrators
(Gregory & Janosik, 2003, 2006). As the penalties for failing to accurately report reliable
crime data to the U.S. Department of Education can be substantial, and as the federal
mandatory reporting process has been in place for over twenty years, it is likely the
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available crime statistics are a reasonable estimation of college and university campus
crime.
Significance of the Study
With the passage of the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and
Campus Crime Statistics Act (1990) over twenty years ago, the U.S. Department of
Education began to collect a wealth of data regarding the safety of college and university
campuses across the nation. Yet, this rich database which is freely accessible to the public
has rarely been explored by researchers. While violent campus crimes periodically gain
the attention of public media, little is known about the safety of the college campus. By
exploring the function, structure, and resources of the campus security office,
relationships may be discovered between the institutional characteristics and the reported
campus crimes. An understanding of these relationships may foster meaningful
discussion to promote campus safety.
Summary
Student misconduct has always been a characteristic of college life. Chapter one
briefly reviewed the literature, introduced the theoretical framework, and provided a
purpose for the study. The purpose of this national quantitative study is to utilize resource
dependency theory to examine relationships between the incidence of reported campus
crimes and the structure, function, and resources of campus security offices. Resource
dependency theory provides the theoretical framework that will be used to frame the
discussion of the structure, function, and resources of the campus security office. By
using ANOVA and linear regression techniques, the relationship between reported
campus crime and the structure, function, and resources of the campus security office will
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be explored. Chapter two will review more extensively the history and literature
associated with student misconduct and campus crime.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
Student misconduct has existed since the creation of the American college.
Misconduct has ranged from mildly annoying to severely violent. Students have been the
perpetrators of misconduct as well as the victims. Some behaviors once considered
misconduct are now deemed acceptable; while other behaviors once acceptable are now
illegal. "A safe campus is a basic expectation of students, faculty, and staff as well as
parents and families” (Perrotti, 2007, p. 173). Campus safety has been an issue of concern
for students, faculty, staff, parents, and community since the formation of the American
institution of higher education. Crime on campus is an undeniable historical fact. Yet,
society has persistently accepted the belief that the college campus is safe. The purpose
of this study is to utilize resource dependency theory to examine relationships between
the incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure, function, and resources of
campus security offices. This chapter will examine the history of campus safety as well
as the current literature on safety of college and university campuses. Finally, resource
dependency theory will be explored as it applies to the campus security office.
“Over the past two decades, the traditional view of college and university
campuses as idyllic safe havens from crime that besets the outside world has been
shattered” (Lowery, 2007, p. 215). The rape and murder of Jeanne Clery at Lehigh
University in 1986 was the impetus for the establishment of the Clery Act (1990) which
compelled colleges and universities to openly report selected crimes. The massacre at
Virginia Tech in 2007 caused students, faculty, and staff to once again question their
safety at college. The purpose of this chapter is to examine the safety of the college
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campus. The history of campus safety can be examined by reviewing the way in which
colleges have interacted with students on the issue of student discipline. The current state
of campus safety can be examined by reviewing what current empirical literature reveals
about college campus safety.
Historical Background
In loco parentis strengthens the college. From the colonial period to the midtwentieth century, the in loco parentis doctrine guided the interactions between colleges
and students. Colonial parents who could not manage the boisterous behavior of their
teenage sons sent the young men to college. Parents expected colleges to foster parental
relationships with students. Parents expected colleges to protect their sons "from the
outside world as well as from each other” (Bromley, 1993, p. 46). This special parental
relationship that guided interactions between colleges and students was known as the in
loco parentis doctrine. In loco parentis literally translates to mean "in place of a parent."
The college was expected to interact with the student as a parent would interact with a
child.
The in loco parentis doctrine allowed colleges to discipline students quietly
without involving local authorities (Bickel & Lake, 1999; Roberts, Fossey, &
DeMitchell, 2005). In an effort to privately control and regulate student behavior,
Harvard employed tutors and college officials who were also justices of the peace
(Burton, 2007). Students who were determined to be guilty of violating codes of conduct
were quickly and quietly suspended from campus for a period of “rustification” (Burton,
2007; Thelin, 2007). Even when student misconduct was violent, the college managed the
incidents privately. Burton (2007) cited the example of a Harvard tutor who was
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physically assaulted by a group of students in 1751. The incident was investigated by
local authorities in town who then turned the information back over to college officials.
Using college officials who were also justices of the peace, the Harvard administration
privately adjudicated and punished the offending students. According to Burton (2007),
the matter never appeared in the county court records.
Rebellion was common among college students. Causes for rebellion included
poor food quality, discipline of fellow students, and restriction of student activities
(Burton, 2007; Goodchild, 2007; Thelin, 2007). In 1766, Harvard students walked off
campus after complaining about the quality of the butter served with meals (Burton,
2007). In 1768, approximately sixty Harvard students vandalized a tutor’s room (by
destroying property and breaking windows) due to the belief that the tutor had locked a
fellow student in the room without food as punishment for participating in a student
protest (Burton, 2007). Student misconduct ranged from disrespectful to violent.
While college students engaged in a range of inappropriate behavior, trends
emerged regarding student populations located at different colleges. Cohen (1998) found
young men enrolled at older and more prestigious colleges and universities “continued
their prankish behavior, careless attitude toward studies, and disrespect for professors” (p.
67). However, rebellion did not exist on all college campuses.
Students in state colleges and smaller Midwestern institutions, especially those
closely affiliated with a church, were more conforming. Coming from families of
more modest income they tended to be industrious and goal-directed. They had
little excess money to spend, and they were more likely to be working to help
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defray the costs of attending colleges than they were to be engaged in
mischievous behavior. (Cohen, 1998, p. 67)
By the end of the nineteenth century, differences among student populations emerged.
Teenage students who lived together at the older and more prestigious colleges and
universities engaged in disrespectful, but socially acceptable, behavior. Young men at
newer and more modest colleges and universities were less engaged in disruptive student
misconduct.
The courts favor the college. The college president was primarily responsible for
ensuring campus safety and enforcing student discipline (Birnbaum & Eckel, 2005;
Cohen, 1998). “Colleges were expected to provide protection for their students as well as
be prepared to invoke disciplinary sanctions against students who violated conduct
codes” (Bromley, 1993, p. 47). Colonial colleges enforced strict discipline codes for a
variety of offenses which seem trivial by modern standards, including: “swearing,
cursing, blaspheming, playing cards, singing loudly, associating with disorderly people,
and the like” (Cohen, 1998, p. 23). College discipline under in loco parentis was often
harsher than parental discipline (Cohen, 1998). In 1733, a parent sued a tutor at Harvard
for “boxing” his son’s ears when the young man did not tip his hat to the tutor while in
town (Burton, 2007). When the parent lost his case regarding the severity of the
punishment, the court set a precedent recognizing the college had the right to discipline
students under the in loco parentis doctrine for student misconduct both on and off
campus (Burton, 2007). The court also established the precedent of deferring to the
college when student misconduct issues were raised.
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When students complained to the courts regarding the severity of student
discipline, the courts typically deferred to the judgment of the colleges. In 1866, Wheaton
College disallowed students from joining secret clubs (Bickel & Lake, 1999). The
students sued arguing the college did not have the authority to regulate students in this
manner. In Pratt v. Wheaton College (1866), the courts affirmed the college did have the
right to regulate student behavior as long as the regulations did not violate “neither divine
nor human law” (Bickel & Lake, 1999, p. 22). The court refused to intervene in the
affairs of a college, comparing the college’s authority to discipline students to a father’s
authority to discipline his family (Bickel & Lake, 1999). In Gott v. Berea College (1913),
the courts reaffirmed the college’s right to regulate student behavior off campus by
setting limits on where a student could travel (Bickel & Lake, 1999; Olivas, 2005;
Roberts et al., 2005). In a follow up decision in Stetson University v. Hunt (1913),
colleges were affirmed in their right to control student behavior outside of the classroom
when a student was suspended for inappropriate behavior in a dorm setting (Bickel &
Lake, 1999, p. 23). From the colonial period up to the early twentieth century, the courts
solidly affirmed the college had the right to regulate student behavior both on and off
campus.
The courts stop favoring the college. Inevitably, students grew increasingly
more sophisticated in their arguments against the authority of the college and the in loco
parentis doctrine. Bickel and Lake (1999) noted a subtle change began to occur in
American society during approximately 1940. During this time, the idea that the
government was immune to lawsuits was fading. Bickel and Lake (1999) recalled that
students who were partially blinded in lab explosions in 1905 and 1925 lost their lawsuits
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against their colleges, however a student injured in an explosion at Brigham Young
University in 1941 had a different outcome. The college was found liable for the injuries
in 1941 because it failed to “reasonably supervise and instruct students” (Bickel & Lake,
1999, p. 27). As the government lost legal insularity, colleges and universities also lost
the legal insulation in loco parentis doctrine had once provided.
Although the college was obligated to supervise students and regulate behavior
both on and off campus, college administrators learned these responsibilities did not grant
the college the right to excessively restrain students. In Dixon v. Alabama State Board of
Education (1961), a group of nine students were expelled from college for allegedly
participating in a civil rights protest off campus. The group of students was notified of
their expulsion by letters sent through the mail. Six of the students sued in District Court
for denial of due process and equal protection under the Fourteenth Amendment. The
students lost their case in District Court, but won the case on appeal. The State Board of
Education appealed to the Supreme Court and lost. According to Dixon, adult students
are entitled to Fourteenth Amendment protections of due process and equal protection.
While this case did not advise colleges to stop regulating student behavior both on and
off campus, the decision effectively ended the in loco parentis doctrine and quickly
caused college administrators to drastically reduce excessive restraints on student
behaviors.
Because colleges could no longer place excessive restraints on student behavior,
many colleges were at a loss for how to control and protect students. Bickel and Lake
(1999) described a series of court cases (Beach v. University of Utah, Bradshaw v.
Rawlings, Baldwin v. Zoradi, and Rabel v. Illinois Wesleyan University) in which alcohol
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was involved and students were injured. In each case, the college or university did not
exercise reasonable measures to protect the students from obvious dangers. The
administration was aware of student misconduct and the potential for harm but did not act
to stop it. Bromley (1993) chronicled a series of disturbing cases (Mullins v. Pine Manor,
Duarte v. State of California, and Sicilino v. State) in which female students were
assaulted, raped, or murdered. While the college could not have anticipated the harm, the
colleges were held liable for failing to provide adequate security to students. While
colleges no longer could apply the in loco parentis doctrine to arbitrarily restrict the
behavior of students…even for their own good…colleges were found to have “an
affirmative duty to provide adequate security for its students” (Bromley, 1993, p. 50).
The special relationship between colleges and students continued; however, the nature of
the relationship was redefined.
Bromley (1993) described how as a result of the growing body of case law, many
states chose to enact legislation mandating colleges to take safety precautions. Following
the brutal murder of Jeanne Clery on the campus of Lehigh University in Pennsylvania in
1986, Pennsylvania became the first state in 1988 to pass legislation to require all
colleges within the state to publicly report crime statistics (Bromley, 1993). Bromley
(1993) documented how state legislation was passed by New York, Wisconsin, Virginia,
and Florida which required colleges to report certain types of crime. The state legislation
varied widely in the types of institutions required to report, the types of information
required to be reported, the time frame for making the reports, and how the information
could be obtained (Bromley, 1993). As the public became increasingly aware that campus
safety was a national issue, pressure was on the federal legislators to take action. In 1990,
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the federal Crime Awareness and Campus Security Act was passed. Often referred to as
the Clery Act in memory of Jeanne Clery, the law required all institutions of higher
education which received federal funding to make an annual public report of campus
crime statistics and campus crime policies.
Student misconduct has been a part of the American higher education landscape
since the inception of the first colonial colleges. Misconduct has ranged from mildly
annoying to severely criminal. Until the mid-twentieth century, the in loco parentis
doctrine afforded colleges the authority to deal with all student misconduct privately.
Students who complained to the court system for relief from overly harsh student
discipline and excessive restraints were more likely to lose their complaints than not. The
courts consistently favored colleges up until the early twentieth century. While campus
safety has always been a concern for students, parents, college administrators, and
community, campus safety became an issue discussed openly in the public after the
American civil rights movement brought the demise of the in loco parentis doctrine.
Following the tragic death of Jeanne Clery at Lehigh University in 1986, public demand
for accountability brought about the passage of the federal Crime Awareness and Campus
Security Act (1990). Renamed and reauthorized by Congress, the Jeanne Clery
Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act is commonly
called the Clery Act. The Clery Act strives to improve safety on college and university
campuses.
Overview of Topic
There is limited empirical research available regarding crime on college
campuses. Research has focused on the analysis of voluntary secondary data sources and

24

voluntary surveys. A primary limitation to both methods is that these data are provided
voluntarily. A member of the sample population can refuse to participate. When sample
members refuse to participate, the sample may become a less accurate representation of
the total population.
Despite the weakness with these data, previous researchers have come to many of
the same conclusions regarding crime on campus. The problem of crime on campus can
be qualitatively defined and quantitatively measured. Researchers have been able to
describe campus crime rates, and crime rates over time have been measured. Crime rate
comparisons have been made to cities and counties where colleges are located. Although
there is strong agreement regarding the measurement of the reported crime, many
researchers have provided a variety of arguments to suggest the incidence of crime on
college campuses is underreported. While this may be a weakness of the data pool used
by all of the researchers, the effect may be minimal if underreporting is a pervasive
problem affecting the overall data pool. Some researchers have taken a very narrow view
of crime on campus by focusing on single issues, such as sexual assault, alcohol abuse,
and weapon ownership. Single issue studies allow for a deeper examination of critical
issues that may influence crime on college campuses. Although there is limited empirical
research regarding crime on college campuses, the literature is presented chronologically
within categories.
Crime on College Campuses
Secondary data analysis show colleges and universities are relatively safe.
Fox and Hellman (1985) were among the first researchers to quantitatively investigate the
issue of crime on campus. Their work is particularly important as it occurred fifteen years
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before the passage of the Clery Act which federally mandated all institutions of higher
education that received federal funding to publicly report campus crime statistics. Fox
and Hellman used regression analysis techniques to reveal correlations between crime
rates and campus demographics that could be positively and negatively associated with
campus crime. They studied 222 colleges and universities across the nation. These data
were taken from two secondary data sources: the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report and
Barron’s Profiles of American Colleges. These data have been voluntarily provided to
both sources. Public colleges and universities with graduate programs dominated the
sample. The colleges in the sample (n=222) were distributed nationally and were equally
distributed in terms of location (urban, suburban, or rural). In calculating campus crime
rates, the researchers chose to include the number of faculty in addition to full time
enrollment, rationalizing both groups were affected by campus crime. Fox and Hellman
compared crime rates of the colleges and universities to the crime rates of the host cities
for 175 matched pairs.1
Fox and Hellman discovered a few interesting relationships about campus crime.
Contrary to popular belief at the time, Fox and Hellman concluded the location of the
college had no significant impact on the campus crime rate.
Interestingly enough, the location of a college appears to have no association with
the campus crime rate. This surprising result—that urban, suburban, and rural
campuses have similar rates of crime, on the average—suggests either that there is

1

In the matched pair technique, a college or university is compared to the host city where
the college or university is located. In Fox and Hellman’s (1985) study, only 175 of the
222 colleges and universities could be matched to a host city for comparison as only 175
host cities provided comparable crime statistics to the FBI's Uniform Crime Report.
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no influence of the community on campus crime or that the influence of the
community is uniform per capita across locational types. A uniform influence on
measured crime, however, may be the result of differential impacts by location
that are cancelled by variation in the employment of police. (Fox & Hellman,
1985, p. 433)
Crime rates positively associated with the number of campus police officers. The
researchers were unable to determine if more officers were employed due to the higher
levels of crime or if having more officers meant more crime would be discovered. Fox
and Hellman also discovered that on average campus crime rates were significantly lower
than the crime rates of the host cities. Although not at significant levels, lower crime
levels were positively correlated with older student bodies and higher crime levels were
positively associated with increased numbers of minority students. The statistical
research presented by Fox and Hellman remained unchallenged for almost a decade.
In 1994, Sloan conducted a multivariate analysis of secondary data to see if the
work of Fox and Hellman could still be supported. Sloan used the results of
Ordovensky’s survey that had been published in USA Today in 1990. Ordovensky had
contacted security offices at 546 colleges across the nation with on campus housing
available and with student enrollments greater than 3,000 students at the completion of
the 1989-1990 academic year. Sixty-five colleges and universities refused to participate,
however thirteen had already provided crime statistics to the FBI’s Uniform Crime
Report. This caused the sample size to be reduced to 494 colleges and universities. This
data set was the first unofficial crime data set available following the passage of the Clery
Act. Data regarding institutional and student characteristics were obtained from
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Peterson's Guide to Four Year Colleges. The colleges in the sample were distributed
nationally and were equally distributed in terms of location (urban, suburban, or rural).
While only providing the percentages and not the raw numbers, Sloan (1994) estimated
that 68% of the sample included public colleges and universities and 74% of the sample
had academically competitive admission processes. Like Fox and Hellman, Sloan
calculated the campus crime rates per 1,000 faculty and full time students.
Sloan's (1994) multivariate analysis of factors was more sophisticated than the
analysis by Fox and Hellman. Sloan discovered multicollinearity among some predictive
variables and cautioned against the predictive power of the single variable. More than
195,000 offenses were reported at 494 colleges and universities across the nation. Sloan
calculated that violent crimes occurred least often at a rate of 1.5 incidents per 1,000
people, or less than 2% of the total reported crime. Burglary and theft crimes occurred
most often at a rate of 25 incidents per 1,000 people, or 64% of the total reported crime.
Drinking and drug related offenses occurred at a rate of 5.8 incidents per 1,000 people, or
11.3% of the total reported crime. Sloan determined campuses with larger numbers of
minority students experienced more violent crime, but he cautioned this did not mean
minority students were either the victims or the perpetrators. Sloan observed property
theft was the most common type of campus crime, and violent crime was the least
frequent type of crime. Sloan observed the number of violent crimes increased
significantly as the number of drinking and drug related offenses increased. Colleges and
universities that were considered more prestigious (with tougher admission requirements
and higher costs) experienced more campus theft than less prestigious colleges and
universities. While Sloan included the number of campus officers per student in his
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analysis, it was unclear if the officers were internal security officers, contract security
officers, or certified police officers. Because multiple security-related variables were
collapsed into a single variable category, it could not be determined how campus security
was related to the total crime or individual crime rates. Like Fox and Hellman, Sloan's
study calculated the total campus crime rate to be very low (less than 33 crimes per 1,000
people).
Volkwein et al. (1995) performed a longitudinal and cross sectional bivariate and
multivariate analysis of campus crime trends from 1974-1990. Stepwise regression
procedures were used to understand the influence of student, institutional, and
community variables on individual and total campus crime rates. A database was built by
merging data from multiple secondary data sources: the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports,
Integrated Post-secondary Education Database System (IPEDS), and the College Board
Survey data. Twenty-three variables were identified for factor analysis. The purpose was
to determine if crime trends could be identified and to determine if any of the crime
trends could be correlated to student, institutional, or community characteristics. The
researchers selected 416 institutions of higher education across the nation that had
reported crime statistics to the FBI. A subset of 390 colleges and universities were further
analyzed and compared to their host cities.
Volkwein et al. (1995) noticed both violent crime and property crime were on the
decline from 1985-1990. "The decreased rates of both violent and property crime on
campus seem inconsistent with the impressions the public and legislators receive from
exposure to the media" (Volkwein et al., 1995, p. 657). The researchers speculated the
decreased campus crime rates could be attributed to crime prevention efforts. Compared
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to national violent crime rates, colleges were ten times safer. Medical schools had the
highest crime rates, while nonresidential community colleges had the lowest reported
crime rates. The campuses with the most crime were public institutions with the greatest
number of resources (higher student tuition, greater library holdings, and larger physical
size). The researchers failed to find any influence of community variables
(unemployment, poverty, etc.) on campus crime.
Volkwein et al. (1995) did not clarify in their research if the campus security
officers were internal security officers, contracted security officers or certified police
officers. The researchers reported that on average, colleges employed campus security at
a the rate of .82 officers per 100,000 people as compared to the community rate of .74
police officers per 100,000 people. Volkwein et al. discovered strong collinearity existed
between the number of campus officers and campus wealth. "The significant relationship
between campus property crime and campus police is an interesting one. Campus police
per capita does load heavily on the organizational wealth factor, so affluent institutions
that are experiencing crime evidently can afford more police" (Volkwein et al., 1995, p.
668). The study suggested there is a relationship between campus crime and campus
security, however Volkwein et al. were unable to clarify the relationship.
In an attempt to explore the relationship between campus security and campus
institutional resources, Bromley (1995) performed a quantitative analysis of secondary
data sources to try to determine ratios of campus police resources to Florida campus
characteristics. Under Florida state law, each college or university was required to have
certified police officers on campus. In 1990, one of the campus police chiefs surveyed his
fellow police chiefs at nine colleges within the state of Florida. The nine universities in
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the study were: University of Florida, Florida State University, University of South
Florida, Florida International University, University of Central Florida, Florida A & M
University, Florida Atlantic University, University of West Florida, and University of
North Florida. Only the main campus locations were analyzed; extension branches were
excluded. Additional information was collected from other secondary data sources: the
FBI’s Uniform Crime Report, the State University System Fact Book (1989), Florida
Department of Law Enforcement Crime in Florida report (1989, 1990), and the State
University System Board of Regents Office (1991). Bromley calculated ratios comparing
crime incidents during 1989 and 1990 to resources available, and then he calculated z-test
scores to determine significance. This limited regional study was the first to explore the
relationship between the campus security office and institutional factors. As only nine
universities within a single state that employed police officers only were investigated,
results can only be considered exploratory.
Bromley (1995) recognized a wide range of crime occurred throughout the nine
Florida colleges and universities. The total number of crimes analyzed was 3,879. The
most common violent crime was aggravated assault (n=84). The total crime rates on the
nine college and university campuses was significantly lower than that of the nine host
cities and counties. Across nine campuses, violent crime was less than 4% of the total
crime (n=140). One campus murder was identified in the two year time span. Larceny
(n=3,268) was the most commonly reported crime. Bromley observed there was
significant variation in resources available at colleges and universities although they were
all part of the same Florida educational system. The average number of police officers
per student across all nine universities was one officer per 608 students. The universities
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also had one officer per 35 acres, one officer per seven buildings, and one officer per
119,117 square feet of building space. An average of $5,380 was spent on campus
security per 1,000 students. One officer was employed per fourteen reported crimes.
Bromley discovered significant differences in the frequency of various crimes among the
nine universities. Bromley (1995) was the first to offer a baseline study to show how
campus resources were being used in relation to the campus security office.
In 1999 Bromley chose to exclusively analyze community colleges due to the fact
that previous studies tended to focus on four year state institutions. Bromley performed a
statistical analysis of survey data compiled by the Department of Justice, Bureau of
Statistics in 1996. Survey participants had been purposefully selected as their campus
security offices were all members of the International Association of Campus Law
Enforcement Administrators (IACLEA). Bromley selected 75 colleges from across the
nation; however, 10 were eliminated due to incomplete survey information. Crime rates
were reported by 31 host cities to the FBI's Uniform Crime Report, and so this matched
pair subset (college and host city) was analyzed more in depth. Bromley extended his
crime statistic calculations to include both full time and part time students, faculty, and
staff through weighted calculations.
Bromley (1999) discovered the overwhelming majority of crime on community
college campuses was related to property crimes and not to violence. Property related
crime occurred on campus at rates of less than 1 to 90.4 per 1,000 people. Property
crimes in the host cities occurred at rates of 15.2 to 110.2 per 1,000 people. Bromley
reported violent crimes on campus occurred at rates of less than 1 to 9.3 per 1,000 people
on campus. Violent crime in host communities occurred at rates of less than 1 to 27.2 per
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1,000 people. While only providing the percentage and not the raw number, Bromley
determined violent crime on campus accounted for less than 4% of the total campus
crime. Bromley’s findings regarding crime rates at community colleges were strikingly
similar to previous studies that focused on four year institutions. As with previous
researchers, Bromley did not delineate in his study which campus offices used internal
security officers, contract security officers, or certified police officers. The secondary
data research of Fox and Hellman (1985), Sloan (1994), Volkwein et al. (1995), and
Bromley (1999) have demonstrated similar findings that colleges are generally safer than
their communities and property-related crimes are the most common type of campus
crime.
Survey studies show college crime may be underreported. While secondary
data research consistently demonstrated campuses were safer than their host
communities, some researchers began to explore the idea that crime was underreported.
Researchers employed surveys to explore college crime experiences. Wechsler,
Davenport, Dowdall, Moeykens, and Castillo (1994) surveyed 28,709 students at 140
four year colleges distributed across 40 states in 1993. A list of 179 colleges was initially
created by accessing information regarding accredited colleges and universities from the
American Council of Education. Wechsler et al. chose to exclude seminary schools,
military schools, and allied health schools. Wechsler et al. also choose to oversample
women's colleges and small colleges with enrollment under 1,000 students by seeking out
additional colleges that met this criteria. The researchers choose to mail surveys to a
random sample of the full time undergraduate students at the selected colleges and
universities. The survey was 20 pages long and 17,096 students returned usable surveys.
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The purpose of the study was to examine binge drinking behavior of college students and
any health or behavioral problems that occurred as a result. Alcohol use and abuse was
suspected as an underlying cause of crime and student victimization on college campuses.
Wechsler et al. (1994) observed binge drinking rates varied widely across the four
year colleges and universities in the sample. While only providing the percentages and
not the raw numbers, Wechsler et al. (1994) estimated binge drinking rates were as low
as 1% and as high as 70%, and 44 colleges and universities reported binge drinking rates
greater than 50%. Colleges located in the Northeast and North Central regions of the
United States had higher reported binge drinking rates than other regions in the sample.
Commuter colleges with at least 90% of students living off campus had lower binge
drinking rates than residential colleges. Colleges that were traditionally black or
exclusively female had lower binge drinking rates than other colleges in the sample.
Enrollment size and public or private control did not correlate to binge rates. The
student's year of college attendance was unrelated to binge drinking as binge drinking
was displayed equally at all years of undergraduate attendance. Wechsler et al. identified
eight potential health and behavior problems as a result of binge drinking: insulted or
humiliated, serious argument, assaulted, property damaged, taking care of another drunk
student, study/sleep interrupted, unwanted sexual advances, and sexual assault. "The odds
of experiencing at least one of the eight problems was roughly 4:1 when students at
schools with high binge levels were compared with students at schools with low binge
levels" (Wechsler et al., 1994, p. 1676). While only providing the percentages and not the
raw numbers, Wechsler et al. determined that among the binge drinking students, 16% of
the men and 6% of the women reported problems with campus or local police. The exact
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nature of those reported problems was not clarified. Frequent binge drinking students
experienced more problems overall than infrequent binge drinking students and nonbinge
drinking students.
Pezza (1995) wrote an essay to examine the nature of campus violence in
America. Instead of conducting original research, he qualitatively reviewed the work of
others to identify similarities. He focused on research articles that supported his position
that crime on campus is underreported. Citing the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reports, Pezza
concluded crime was underreported in this voluntary report. Although the Clery Act
which required colleges and universities to report crime was in effect at the time of
Pezza’s article, Pezza did not review any data contained in this mandatory database.
Citing the survey work conducted by the Center for the Prevention of Campus Violence
at Towson State University in Maryland between 1986 and 1990, Pezza concluded
campus violence is underreported and unevenly distributed across colleges and
universities nationwide. Pezza reviewed the survey work conducted by Palmer (1993)
which surveyed housing officials regarding their opinion of frequency of victimization
within residence halls. “Regarding trends, housing officers tended to agree that violence
toward women and racial tension had increased over the preceding 5 years” (Pezza, 1995,
p. 99). A limitation to this conclusion is that it is based on feelings and opinions and not a
reportable number of incidents. Pezza's review of existing literature and data is somewhat
brief to support his position that crime is underreported.
In reviewing a limited amount of literature regarding crime on campus, Pezza
concluded campus crime is systematically underreported across the nation. He asserted a
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fundamental cause for underreporting is the limited definition of violence. According to
Pezza (1995):
…acts of violence may be categorized as either physical in nature, exclusively
verbal, or exclusively psychological. Physical violence includes battering and
rape; verbal assault includes name-calling and harassment based on gender, racial,
or ethic group membership, or sexual orientation; psychological harassment
which includes intimidation is neither physical nor verbal. (p. 94)
By liberally extending the definition of violence to include physical, verbal, and
psychological attacks, Pezza argued that acts of violence are significantly and pervasively
underreported on college campuses. While Pezza acknowledged some historical accounts
of campus violence, he concluded the problem of campus violence is worse in modern
times than in the past.
Thus, violent behavior on the part of students is not new. What may be new and
of concern is the sense that today the violence on and around campus is more
frequent, more personal, and not driven by what are ostensibly ideological
motives. (Pezza, 1995, p. 94)
By extending the definition of violence, Pezza asserted that acts of campus violence are
more pervasive in modern times than in the past; however, a limitation to this position is
that by extending the definition of violence, more acts of campus violence could probably
also be identified in the past. To make an accurate comparison, the same definition must
be applied equally to both time periods. While acts of violence may arguably be
underreported on college campuses, Pezza's extreme extension for the definition of
violence weaken rather than strengthen his position.
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The Core Alcohol and Drug survey has been used on college and university
campuses since 1989. It was initially developed by the United States Department of
Education's Drug Prevention Program. Presley et al. (1997) gave the survey to 28,253
students. Presley et al. quantitatively analyzed the responses of 26,225 students from 61
colleges and universities across the nation for the 1994-1995 academic year. Of the 61
participant colleges and universities, 24 were urban and 37 were nonurban. The colleges
were asked to randomly select students to participate in the survey. The purpose was to
examine the link between alcohol and drug use and weapons on campus.
While only providing the percentages and not the raw numbers, Presley et al.
(1997) calculated 7% of the respondents had carried a weapon within the last 30 days for
purposes unrelated to hunting or employment. A computer was used to randomly select
and match a group of students who did not carry weapons to the group of students who
did carry weapons. Responding students who carried weapons were more likely to be
male and Caucasian. Responding students who carried weapons indicated they did not
feel safe on campus. Compared to those that did not carry a weapon, the weapon-carrying
men consumed more alcohol and drugs and consistently experience negative
consequences from alcohol and drug use. Results among the women were unclear
regarding drug use. Survey participants were asked if they felt safe on campus. While
only reporting percentages and not the raw numbers, Presley et al. determined both men
and women who carried weapons were more likely to respond feeling unsafe (18.2%,
24%) compared to the unarmed men and women (11.4%, 14.9%). A weakness to this
study is that the term "weapon" was defined as a "gun, knife, etc." A respondent
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independently decided if "weapons" included pepper spray, stun guns, or batons. No
distinction was made between weapons of lethal and non-lethal force.
Some researchers have employed survey methods in an attempt to discover if
crime rates for both property related crimes and violent crimes are in fact underreported
on college campuses. Fisher et al. (1998) surveyed students directly about their
experiences with crime on campus. The researchers first created a matrix of colleges and
universities, categorizing 2,142 colleges and universities across the nation into twelve
categories based on enrollment size and location. One college or university from each of
the twelve categories was randomly selected, and then students from the selected colleges
and universities were randomly selected to participate in phone surveys during the 19931994 academic year. When 3,472 students agreed to participate, the researchers achieved
a 71% response rate. The survey created by Fisher et al. expanded their view of
victimization to include attempted activities as well as completed criminal acts. This
expansion is consistent with the Clery Act, which seeks to capture reported attempted
crime as well as completed criminal acts.
Fisher et al. (1998) reported one-fourth (n=1,126) of the students reported being
victimized on campus during the 1993-1994 academic year, and one-fifth (n=961) of the
students reported being victimized off campus. Fisher et al. calculated students were
victimized on campus at a rate of 324.3 incidents per 1,000 people, and victimized off
campus at a rate of 276.8 incidents per 1,000 people. Students reported completed rape at
a rate of 4.0 per 1,000 people on campus and 4.3 per 1,000 people off campus. Male
students and younger students reported higher rates of overall victimization than female
students and older students. Students reported experiencing more property related crimes
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on campus and more violent crimes off campus. However, the higher the percentage of
students living on campus the less likely a responding student was to have experienced a
property related theft. "Group membership in a fraternity or sorority reduced the
likelihood of experiencing an on-campus theft" (Fisher et al., 1998, p. 700). Fisher et al.
also concluded that participation in a crime awareness activity reduced the likelihood of
experiencing crime. In what may seem be a contradiction to previous research, Fisher et
al. (1998) concluded that a college student was more likely to experience crime on
campus than off campus.
Miller et al. (2002) randomly sampled and surveyed 10,000 undergraduate
students at 119 four year colleges and universities distributed across the nation. The
surveys were distributed to students in 2001. The purpose of this study was to determine
how many students carried guns on college campuses and what type of adverse behaviors
do gun carrying students experience. Miller et al. (2002) sampled 120 colleges and
universities from the same sample that participated in the alcohol survey performed by
Wechsler et al. (1994). Twenty colleges were eliminated from the original 140 campus
sample as the colleges were not able to provide mailing addresses for randomly selected
students within the time constraints of the study. Surveys were mailed to 25,585
randomly selected students. Usable survey responses were obtained from 10,288
students.
While only providing percentages and not the raw numbers, Miller et al. (2002)
determined 4.3% of college students in the sample reported carrying a weapon on campus
for reasons unrelated to employment. "Fewer than 2% of students reported being
threatened with a gun while at college" (Miller et al., 2002, p. 63). Miller et al. noted
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students who owned guns were more likely to be male, white, drink frequently and drink
in excess. Male gun owners were more likely to use illegal drugs and drive while
intoxicated. A limitation to this study is it does not demonstrate gun owners are
perpetrators of gun violence or any form of crime on campus. The study does not discern
if the gun owners possessed the weapons legally or in violation of state law or campus
policy. The survey did not ask respondents if they had ever been convicted of a crime or
if they had any difficulty with local or campus police. The survey did not ask if gun
owners also owned some other type of weapon.
Janosik and Gehring (2003) performed a national survey of 9,150 undergraduate
students. The researchers asked 305 members of the National Association of Student
Personnel Administrators (NASPA) to distribute the survey to 30 students each from a
stratified random sample representative of the participating college or university. The
NASPA member was responsible for selecting survey participants. Surveys were
distributed at colleges and universities nationwide. The researchers were exploring the
impact of the Clery Act on the safety of students at college. The researchers received
useable surveys from 3,866 (42%) students. The weak methodological approach
employed in sample selection and survey distribution is a serious limitation to the study.
Janosik and Gehring (2003) discovered that of the 3,866 students who actually
participated, 562 (15%) students indicated they had been a victim of crime while enrolled
at college. Only 1,045 (27%) students indicated they were aware of the Clery Act, with
only 914 (24%) recalling they had received a copy of the Clery report as part of the
admission process. Only 864 (24%) stated they had read the crime summary. Janosik and
Gehring found that only 312 (8%) of the responding students felt influenced in their
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college choice by the information that was in the Clery report. Only 1,056 (27%) of the
respondents indicated they had attended some form of crime prevention activity on
campus. While only reporting the percentage and not the raw number, Janosik and
Gehring (2003) reported 89% of the respondents believed they were safe on campus.
Janosik and Gehring (2003) noted students had a strong belief that they were safe on
campus, despite the fact that students reported victimization at a much higher rate (150
per 1,000) than reported by previous researchers.
Gregory and Janosik (2003, 2006) used online surveys to assess college
administrators' understanding of their responsibilities under the Clery Act. In 2003, the
researchers surveyed 1,143 members of the Association for Student Judicial Affairs and
received responses back from 422 members (36.9%). In 2006, the researchers surveyed
832 domestic members of the Association of College and University Housing Officers-International (ACUHO--I) and analyzed to 201 (24.2%) responses from residence life
officials. Survey respondents represented colleges and universities nationwide. The
researchers used similar versions of the same online survey with both groups of
administrators. Gregory and Janosik (2003, 2006) found similarities between the groups
of college administrators.
While only providing the percentage and not the raw number, Gregory and
Janosik (2003) calculated that of the 422 responding judicial affairs officers, 96% did not
believe campus crime was being hidden. When Gregory and Janosik investigated the
issue more deeply by asking if campus police were notified when a student was charged
with a conduct violation that might also be a crime, 296 (73%) of the judicial affairs
respondents believed the notification occurred. However, another 75 (19%) of the
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respondents indicated the notification did not occur. When asked if the campus police or
local law enforcement notified judicial affairs automatically when a student was arrested,
329 (82%) indicated they were notified but 59 (15%) indicated they were not notified
automatically. These two gaps in notification suggest there may be an underreporting of
some crime. The notification gap also reveals informational resources are not being
shared to their maximum potential among campus organizations (judicial affairs and
campus security). It is important to note, however, that all possible crimes are not
reportable offenses as required by the Clery Act.
Gregory and Janosik (2006) determined 282 (84%) of the housing official did not
believe crime was being hidden. The overwhelming majority (n=328, or 98%) of the
housing official indicated they were aware of the Clery Act. The overwhelming majority
(n=326, or 97%) believed their campus and their community (n=306, or 91%) were safe.
Obviously missing from this 2006 survey were questions regarding automatic notification
to the campus law enforcement or to judicial affairs regarding potential crimes that might
occur in the residence halls. This omission is particularly troubling as residential housing
is a common location for crime to occur. This potential gap in communication may fuel
the belief by some that crime is underreported on campus. If a gap in communication
exists, the failure to share informational resources could impact the effectiveness of
campus organizations (residential life, judicial affairs, and campus security).
Research seeks to understand the context of crime. While secondary data
analysis supports the concept that colleges are relatively safe in comparison to host
communities, and survey research supports the concept that crime may in fact be
underreported to some of these secondary data sources, neither form of research has aided
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in essentially understanding the context of crime on college and university campuses. Is
crime on college campuses and universities unique? Can researchers understand why
violent crimes occur on college campuses? In 2005, Bromley again turned to the analysis
of secondary data. He performed a novel qualitative study analyzing articles that had
appeared in the Chronicle of Higher Education from 1989 to 2001. The purpose of his
factor analysis was to determine similarities regarding victims, perpetrators, and events
relating to campus murders. The reported deaths occurred at postsecondary schools
across the country, and were not restricted to any region or type of college or university.
Thirty-three murders were analyzed. A limitation to the study was that only high profile
cases were likely to be reported and only a single source was used for data collection.
Bromley (2005) observed victims were equally distributed between men and
women. Half (n=18) of the victims were students; the rest of the victims were faculty
(n=2), staff (n=6), visitors (n=3), and others (n=3). Twenty perpetrators were comprised
of students (n=11), faculty (n=1), staff (n=2), visitors (n=3), or other (n=3). Male
perpetrators (n=16, or 80%) were most common. Perpetrators used guns (n=15), knives
(n=7), their fists (n=2), an object (n=1), and arson (n=2). The victim and perpetrator were
strangers in only two incidents. Motivation for the murders included anger, revenge,
sexual assault, robbery, and a drug deal. Residence halls (n=11, or 33%) were the most
common environment for the murder. Murders also occurred in non-classroom buildings
(n=5), parking lots (n=3), classrooms (n=2), off-campus residences (n=3), off-campus
apartments (n=2), adjacent to campus (n=3), and other off-campus sites (n=4). By
understanding the context of the crime, not just the statistical frequency, Bromley
suggested that strategies can be tailored to improve campus safety.
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Carr (2007) presented her Campus Violence white paper at the national
conference of the American College Health Association. While Carr’s treatise does not
present original research, it does provide a comprehensive interpretation of the
multidisciplinary work of approximately seventy-five other individuals and groups. Both
large and small scale studies of both regional and national scope were reviewed.
The purpose of this ACHA White Paper is to confront this serious college health
issue through analyzing campus violence patterns, types of violence,
methodological problems with collecting campus crime data, underlying issues
related to campus violence, and promising practices to prevent and address
campus violence. (Carr, 2005, p. 305)
Carr considered the campus impact of multiple types of violence: hazing, suicide, arson,
murder, sexual assault, aggravated assault, celebratory violence, and hate crime based
violence. Sexual assault, including sexual harassment, rape, date rape, and intimate
partner assault, was the form of violence researchers studied the most. The volume of
research on this one category of violence was equivalent to all of the other categories of
violence combined. Carr argued campus violence should be approached in the context of
a serious college health issue.
Carr (2007) noted the literature suggested violent crime on campus was
underreported. However, Carr also identified some methodological weaknesses with
some literature that made this suggestion. A gap in the literature was the effect of
mandatory reporting requirements and campus literature focusing on how to avoid
victimization which Carr suggested may create a campus environment of “blaming the
victim”. Through the literature, Carr identified alcohol and drug use as a common
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underlying factor related to sexual violence. A limitation to Carr’s research is the fact that
her paper strongly focuses on sexual violence and does not provide equal weight to
research of other forms of violence. While acts of violence may be a small percentage of
the total crime, Carr argued that all violent crime on campus significantly impacts the
campus community.
The U.S. Department of Justice has been analyzing survey data from their
National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) since 1972. NCVS was developed in 1972
and households across the nation were sampled. A field representative is sent to conduct
in-person interviews with people who agree to participate. All members of the household
are surveyed. Once a household agreed to participate, the household is surveyed twice per
year across a three year time frame. The purpose of this survey was to create a record of
the frequency of specific crimes, locations of crimes, relationships between victims and
perpetrators, and record of whether the crime was reported. Demographic information
was also collected. This longitudinal survey allowed crime trend comparisons to be made
across time. Various statisticians for the Bureau of Justice Statistics have analyzed these
data each year.
On behalf of the U.S. Department of Justice, Baum and Klaus (2005) analyzed the
NCVS data as it related to college age students.
For the period 1995 to 2002, college students ages 18 to 24 experienced violence
at average rates lower than those for nonstudents in the same age group (61 per
1,0000 students versus 75 per 1,000 nonstudents). Except for rape/sexual assault,
average annual rates were lower for students than for nonstudents for each type of
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violent crime measured (robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault). (Baum
& Klaus, 2005, p. 1)
Both students and nonstudents experienced a decline in overall victimization. The
average violent crime rate against male students (80 per 1,000 people) exceeded the
average violent crime rate against female students (43 per 1,000 people). The average
violent crime rate against nonstudent males (79 per 1,000 people) exceeded the crime rate
against nonstudent females (71 per 1,000 people). The statistical analysis of Baum and
Klaus suggested college enrollment was a protective factor for people aged 18 to 24. The
analysis of Baum and Klaus (2005) provided findings similar to previous researchers
regarding crime and the college student.
College students were more likely to be victimized off campus than on campus
between 1995 and 2002. This was true for both students who lived on campus
(85%) and those living off campus (95%). Overall, about 9 out of 10 students
were victimized off campus. (Baum & Klaus, 2005, p. 5)
When students were victimized off campus, victimization was most often reported
between the hours of six in the evening and six in the morning. Both students and non
students were most likely to be victimized while away from home and engaged in a
leisure activity. Through statistical analysis procedures, Baum and Klaus determined
underreporting of crime existed with only 35.2 % of the students who experienced violent
crime actually reported the crime to the police.
While violent crimes like the tragedy at Virginia Tech are sure to gain attention
from the media, criminologists have concluded national crime rates have declined. On
behalf of the U.S. Department of Justice, Truman and Rand (2010) analyzed the National
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Crime Victimization Survey data and concluded “in 2009, U.S. residents age 12 or older
experienced an estimated 20 million violent and property victimizations” (p. 1). More
than 252 million people were surveyed in 2009. Property crimes (n=15.6 million)
exceeded violent crimes (n=4.3 million). While the raw number of crimes is very high,
the crime rates are actually at record low levels. “Rates of violent and property crime in
2009 were at the lowest levels recorded since the survey’s inception in 1972” (Truman &
Rand, 2010, p. 1). In 2009, violent crime occurred at a rate of 17.1 per 1,000 people. This
was a decrease by 11.2% over violent crime reported in 2008. Property crime was
reported at a rate of 127.4 per 1,000 people. This was a decrease of 5.5% over property
crime reported in 2008. Not only were crime rates lower in the 2009 compared to 2008,
but crime rates have been significantly declining over the last decade. “Rates for every
type of violent and property crime measured by the NCVS declined from 2000 to 2009”
(Truman & Rand, 2010, p. 1). Violent crime has declined from 27.9 to 17.1 per 1,000
people, demonstrating a 38.7% decline. Property crimes declined from 178.1 to 127.4 per
1,000 people, demonstrating a 28.5% decline. In examining specific forms of violent
crimes in 2009, assault occurs most commonly at a rate of 14.5 per 1,000 people.
Robbery occurred at a rate of 2.1 per 1,000 people, and sexual assault occurred at a rate
of .5 per 1,000 people. Truman and Rand also reviewed data available through the FBI’s
Uniform Crime Report. According to the calculations of Truman and Rand, the national
murder rate declined 8.1% between 2008 and 2009. Focusing on people aged 20 to 24 in
the year 2009, rape/sexual assault occurred at a rate of .40 per 1,000 people and
aggravated assault occurred at a rate of 1.34 per 1,000 people. While understanding the
types of crimes that occur nationally may help people understand their personal risk for
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exposure to crime, avoiding victimization also requires an understanding of the context
and motivating factors associated with crime.
Following the attacks at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
(Virginia Tech) in 2007, the U.S. Secret Service, U.S. Department of Homeland Security,
Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools, U.S. Department of Education, and Federal
Bureau of Investigations, U.S. Department of Justice collaborated to study the context of
“direct assaults” that had occurred at college and universities from 1900 to 2008. On
behalf of the collaborating agencies, Drysdale, Modzeleski, and Simmons (2010) defined
a directed assault as one in which the perpetrator used lethal force directed at a
predetermined college or university victim or type of victim. The purpose of the research
was to identify similarities among victims, perpetrators, and incidents where lethal direct
assaults had occurred. Drysdale et al. performed a factor analysis of news articles that
reported campus attacks. The research team utilized search engines on the internet to
screen English language news stories from all parts of the nation. Ultimately, 272
incidents were identified in 42 states and the District of Columbia. Ten states had 155
(57%) of the total incidents. Incidents were more likely to occur at four year institutions
(n=228, or 84%) than at two year institutions (n=38, or 14%) or other postsecondary
schools (n=6, or 2%). The first incident identified occurred in 1909. Drysdale et al.
(2010) chose to exclude from examination campus deaths that were a result of:
…hazing, pranks, crimes primarily motivated by material gain, murder-for-hire
schemes connected to a separated crime, incidents perpetrated by ideological
groups or arising from general social disorder, low-level assaults on facilities with
little to no capacity to cause injuries or fatalities, gang and drug-related violence,
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spontaneous altercations between strangers, and incidents with insufficient
information to determine whether they met the inclusion criteria. (p. 9)
A limitation to the study was the fact that more detailed news articles were available from
1980 to the present time due to increases in technology and the availability of the
internet. The lack of more news articles prior to 1980 may not reflect a lack of crime but
may reflect a lack of reporting in newspapers or a limitation of the number of older news
articles that were converted into searchable electronic format.
Drysdale et al. (2010) observed that as student enrollment increased from 19092008, the number of directed assaults also increased. Incidents of directed assaults
occurred in every month of the year. The fewest number of directed assaults were
reported in the months of June and July, and the most directed assaults were reported in
April and October. In 272 incidents, 281 people were killed and 247 people were injured.
In 71 (26%) of the incidents, the perpetrator committed suicide. In 10 (4%) of the
incidents the subject was killed by law enforcement. Perpetrators were students (n=161),
employees (n=29), indirectly affiliated people (n=53), and relationship not known (n=25).
Students and employees were killed (n=190, n=72) and injured (n=144, n=35). Assaults
were completed using firearms (n=148), knives (n=57), both guns and knives (n=26),
strangulation (n=14), and blunt objects, arson, explosives, poison, a vehicle, or no
weapon (n=27). Deadly assaults occurred in dorm room or apartments (n=48), offices
(n=22), instructional areas (n=20), non-specific/other/undetermined areas (n=16),
common areas (n=16), hallways/stairwells/restrooms (n=15), student services
locales/cafeteria (n=10), multiple locations within the same building (n=7), and multiple
facilities/buildings (n=6). Factors that motivated the attacks included intimate
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relationships, retaliation, obsession with the victim, academic stress, sexual violence,
psychotic actions, workplace sanctions, need to kill/specific victimology, need to draw
attention to self/issue, and bias related. Using a larger sample size and covering a longer
time period, Drysdale et al. obtained similar findings to Bromley (2005).
There is a limited pool of empirical research examining the problem of crime on
college and university campuses. The secondary data research of Fox and Hellman
(1985), Sloan (1994), Volkwein et al. (1995), and Bromley (1995, 1999) demonstrated
similar findings that colleges are generally safer than their host communities and
property-related crimes are the most common type of campus crime. Wechsler et al.
(1994), Pezza (1995), Presley et al. (1997), Fisher et al. (1998), Miller et al. (2002),
Janosik and Gehring (2003), and Gregory and Janosik (2003, 2006) investigated the
concept that crime on college campuses may be underreported. While some of the survey
work does challenge the concept of the college community as a safe haven, the survey
work on a whole does not provide consistent evidence to show that colleges and
universities are significantly unsafe. Finally, some researchers have endeavored to
understand the nature of crime on college campuses. Carr (2007) advocated treating
crime on college campus as a health issue to raise student awareness. Bromley (2005) and
Drysdale et al. (2010) detected that violent crime on college campuses occurs for a
variety of reasons and cannot be singularly attributed to the behavior of psychotic
students. While a few researchers linked campus crime and campus security, the
relationship has not been adequately explored or explained. Is there a connection between
the structure, function, and resources of the campus security office and the prevalence of
campus crime?
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Theoretical Framework
The campus security office can be organized in many different ways. The Clery
Act does not require colleges and universities to employ either police officers or security
officers. One of the most valuable resources for the campus security office is the type and
number of campus security officers. The campus security office may consist of certified
police officers, internal security officers, contract security officers, or a hybrid
department. Some colleges and universities choose to rely solely on local law
enforcement agencies instead of having an on campus security office. The type of campus
security office strongly influences the function of the office. Contract security agents may
be restricted in job duties to observing and reporting campus crimes, while certified
police officers perform a wider range of safety and security services to the campus
community. The campus security office is affected by its physical structure as well as its
reporting structure. The campus security office can be physically located on campus, or it
may be located off campus at an adjacent site. The campus security office may be a
division of student affairs, academic affairs, auxiliary services, facilities management, or
report directly to the college president or designee. The campus security office must
compete for financial, physical, and informational resources from other organizations that
co-exist within the college or university. The purpose of this study is to utilize resource
dependency theory to examine relationships between the incidence of reported campus
crimes and the structure, function, and resources of campus security offices.
When examining the structure, function, and resources of the campus security
office, it is important to remember that all organizations exist within the context of a
richer environment filled with other organizations. “The context of an organization is

51

critical for understanding its activities” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 19). According to
resource dependency theory, organizations depend on each other for physical, financial,
and informational resources. “The key to organizational survival is the ability to acquire
and maintain resources” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 2). According to Pfeffer and
Salancik, it is the responsibility of the organization’s manager to correctly perceive
environmental cues and correctly steer the organization. Failure to adjust to the
environment could result in organizational failure and demise. If the campus security
office lacks resources, the office may be inefficient and the college may experience more
campus crime. Are the structure, function, and resources of the campus security office
related to the reported campus crime rates?
Institutions of higher education are in competition for the same basic revenue
resources: state appropriations, student tuition and fees, research grants, endowment
income, and auxiliary enterprises (Woods, 2005). Because the resources are limited, but
the cost of operating the college remains constant if not increasing, a loss of revenue from
one source forces the college to increase revenue from a different resource. To
compensate for reduced revenue resources, institutions of higher education are currently
being forced to carefully review their budgets and make budget reductions where possible
(Sandeen, 1996). "The emphasis is on creating lean, efficient organizations that stress
increased productivity" (Sandeen, 1996, p. 454). Unfortunately, Sandeen observed that
the demand to reduce expenses is occurring simultaneously with the demand for
increased services. College administrators do not simply have the option of altogether
eliminating services as a method of cost reduction.
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In an effort to reduce expenses, higher education institutions may choose to
"outsource" or "privatize" some campus services. This practice of contracting with a
private business to provide a campus service has been used with varying degrees of
success by colleges and universities across the country. Sandeen (1996) believed that if
contract services can provide a quality product at a reduced cost, then higher education
administrators were obligated to seriously consider the outsourcing option. Printing
services, food services, and bookstore operations are some organizations that are
frequently outsourced. These services are product based, however. A fee is paid to the
company, and a tangible product is provided. Outsourcing for service alone, such as
campus security, can be more complicated. It can be difficult to evaluate the effectiveness
and the efficiency of the service when a tangible product is not received in return. When
colleges and universities choose to use contract security agencies to provide campus
security, it can be difficult to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the services as
there is typically not an exchange of funds for a physical product. Despite this obstacle,
contract security remains a popular option for consideration when higher education
administrators are forced to make budget reductions while keeping services to students
intact.
The campus security office is also affected by organizations that exist outside of
its immediate organizational division. Demands are placed on the campus security office
by boards of regents, student groups, faculty groups, and employee unions. According to
Pfeffer and Salancik (2003), “organizations survive to the extent that they are effective.
Their effectiveness derives from the management of demands, particularly the demands
of interest groups upon which the organizations depend for resources and support” (p. 2).
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The director or chief of the campus security office plays a pivotal role in balancing
resources for the campus security office.
Organizations which are external to the college also place demands on the campus
security office. Harcleroad and Eaton (2005) divided these external organizations into
three basic categories: voluntary enterprise groups (independent nonprofit agencies),
public enterprise groups (governmental agencies), and private enterprise groups (profit
driven businesses). The U.S. Department of Education is an example of a public
enterprise group that strongly influences the behavior of the campus security office by
requiring the measurement of certain outcomes annually with the Clery reports. The
federal and state legislatures influence the campus security office by mandating license
requirements for police officers who may be employed through the campus security
office. Nonprofit victims’ rights advocacy groups can positively support campus security
offices by supplying informational training and grant funding. Private enterprise groups,
such as the grassroots Security on Campus, Inc., can negatively impact campus security
offices by releasing unflattering information to the media or by pursuing litigation.
“Many organizations have gotten into difficulty by failing to understand how groups or
organizations on which they depended for support or by failing to adjust their activities to
ensure continued support” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 18). Regardless of the legitimate
demands of the external organizations, ignoring the external pressures can lead to a
reduction in resources.
Organizations can be measured in terms of effectiveness and efficiency.
“Organizational effectiveness is an external standard of how well an organization is
meeting the demands of the various groups and organizations that are concerned with its
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activities” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 11). The annual Clery report rubric is an example
of an external standard that is imposed by the federal government and the Department of
Education on the campus security office in an attempt to determine how effectively the
college is ensuring campus safety. According to resource dependency theory, this type of
annual assessment aids the consumer in determining the “usefulness of what is being
done and of the resources that are being consumed by the organization” (Pfeffer &
Salancik, 2003, p. 11). A campus security office with low levels of crime reported on its
annual Clery report is often considered effective.
Internal standards determine if an organization is efficient under resource
dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). “The question whether what is being done
should be done is not posed, but only how well is it being done. Efficiency is measured
by the ratio of resources utilized to output produced” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 11).
Under resource dependency theory, the efficiency of the campus security office can be
measured. Ratios can be created using the crime statistics from the annual Clery reports
as outputs and contrasting them with the resources of the campus security office. This
analysis may help to reveal what type of campus security office is most efficiently
correlated to low levels of campus crime.
Institutions of higher education are in competition with each other for the same
limited revenue resources. Similarly, the campus security department is in competition
for limited financial resources with other campus organizations. The campus security
office can be analyzed using the resource dependency framework. The purpose of this
study is to utilize resource dependency theory to examine relationships between the
incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure, function, and resources of campus
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security offices. As the current literature has not adequately addressed the relationship
between the campus security office and the incidence of crime on the college or
university campus, this study will seek to examine these relationships more closely.
Specifically, this study endeavors to learn:


Is there a difference in reported campus crime rates at the per capita level for total
crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime for colleges with police officers,
internal security officers, contract security officers, hybrid departments, and no
security office?



What combination of institutional characteristics best explain the occurrence of
total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime?

Summary
Student misconduct has been a part of the American college culture since the
formation of the first colonial colleges. Student misconduct has ranged from mildly
disrespectful to violent. In earlier times, college administrators were empowered by the in
loco parentis doctrine to deal with all forms of student misconduct in a swift, private, and
harsh manner. When students sought relief from the court system, they were rarely
successful. By the mid-twentieth century on the heels of the American civil rights
movement, the relationship between the college and the student was dramatically
transformed. Freeing students from excessive restraints, however, also left students
vulnerable to crime. In this chapter, the safety of colleges and universities was examined
by examining historical accounts of student misconduct. The current status of safety on
colleges and universities was also examined through a review of a limited pool of
empirical literature.
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In reviewing the literature relating to crime on the college campus, a few themes
tend to re-emerge regarding the nature and frequency of campus crime. Although a full
range of crime occurs, college campuses are safer than their host cities (Fox & Hellman,
1985; Bromley, 1995, 1999; Sloan, 1994; Volkwein et al., 1995). Overall, crime rates in
the United States are on the decline (Baum & Klaus, 2005; Truman & Rand, 2010).
Although violent crimes have gained the most attention from the media and from
researchers, violent crime is the least common type of campus crime (Bromley, 1995;
Sloan, 1994; Volkwein et al., 1995; Carr, 2007). Many researchers have claimed that
crime on campus is significantly and pervasively underreported (Pezza, 1995; Fisher et
al. 1998). Despite the fact that crime may be underreported, the majority of the campus
community does feel safe on campus and does not believe that campus crime is being
deliberately hidden (Gregory & Janosik, 2003, 2006). There is very little research to
address the context of campus crime (Bromley, 2005; Drysdale et al., 2010). Some
researchers explored student alcohol use and weapon carrying; however, it is unclear if
these behaviors cause students to perpetrate crime or become the victim of crime
(Wechsler et al., 1994; Presley et al., 1997; Miller et al., 2002). All of the existing
research relies on voluntary secondary data sources and voluntary surveys.
In analyzing the history of student misconduct and current literature relating to
campus crime, some gaps in the knowledge of campus safety emerge. The literature
reveals that a relationship exists between campus security and campus crime, but none of
the research has elaborated on the fact that campus security can take a variety of forms:
local law enforcement, certified campus police officers, internal security, contract
security services, or some hybrid security department. As a result of the Clery Act (1990)
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a rich database exists reporting the frequency of campus crimes as reported by colleges
and universities across the country, however the source has never been analyzed. Unlike
other databases, the Clery reports are mandatory and not voluntary. By examining
campus safety through the lens of the resource dependency theory, this study seeks to
examine relationships between the incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure,
function, and resources of campus security offices. In the next chapter, a plan for
analyzing the impact of the campus security office on campus crime will be discussed.
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Chapter 3: Methods
Introduction
Fox and Hellman (1985) were among the first researchers to look at the issue of
crime on college and university campuses from a quantitative approach. Fox and Hellman
(1985) found that campus crime is not a function of location and that campuses were
safer than their surrounding host communities. Bromley (1999), Sloan (1994), Volkwein
et al. (1995), and Gregory and Janosik (2006) achieved conclusions similar to Fox and
Hellman. Fox and Hellman (1985) found that campus crime rates positively associated
with the existence of a campus police force. Sloan (1994) also observed a link between
campus security and crime rates, however he was not able to clearly define the nature of
the relationship as multiple variables were collapsed categorically in his study. Volkwein
et al. (1995) found that colleges and universities with greater wealth also had larger
security forces. According to Volkwein et al., institutional wealth and number of campus
security agents are two variables that demonstrate strong collinearity. The literature does
not provide a clear understanding of how institutional characteristics are related to
campus crime. As the current literature has not adequately addressed the relationship
between the campus security office and the incidence of crime on college or university
campuses, this study will seek to examine these relationships more closely.
The purpose of this study is to utilize resource dependency theory to examine
relationships between the incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure,
function, and resources of campus security offices. This chapter discusses the research
methods that will be used to conduct this study. Research design, data sources, data
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collection procedures, instrumentation, variables, and data analysis will be discussed.
Finally, ethical issues related to the study will be addressed.
Research Design
This national study will examine the incidence of reported crime on college and
university campuses and compare institutional characteristics related to campus security
offices. The researcher will compare the relative safety of the college and university
campuses by comparing the structure, function, and resources of the four different types
of campus security offices: campus police departments, internal security, contract
security offices, hybrid security offices, and campuses without security offices that rely
on local law enforcement. Data will be drawn from the Department of Education's
database of annual security reports in addition to an informational survey disseminated by
the researcher. Colleges and universities in the sample will include two and four year
institutions with both public and private control. Private institutions will include both
nonprofit and for profit status.
Data Sources
Previous studies that have investigated the issue of crime on campus have relied
almost exclusively on two data sources: surveys and secondary data bases. This study
will combine data gathered from both informational surveys and secondary databases.
Based on the relevant literature, this study will use an original online survey instrument
created to gather information regarding institutional characteristics related to the
structure, function, and resources of the campus security department. The frequency of
campus crimes will be captured by extracting data from the annual campus security
reports submitted to the U.S. Department of Education.
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The U.S. Department of Education has been collecting campus crime statistics
directly from colleges and universities for over twenty years, yet this data source has yet
to be examined. This secondary database of reported crime statistics is freely available
from the U.S. Department of Education. The annual security reports may be retrieved
from the website for the U.S. Department of Education: The Campus Safety and Security
Data Analysis Cutting Tool (http://ope/ed.gov/security/). This study will examine the
most current crime statistics made available in October of 2011 for the years 2008, 2009,
and 2010.
The second data source for this study utilizes an online survey. This online survey
will be sent to the college administrator responsible for campus security who submitted
the annual security report to the U.S. Department of Education. The online survey will
seek to gather informational data regarding the structure, function, and resources of the
security department for each of the sample colleges and universities.

Table 1: Data sources
Variable
Two or Four Year
Public or Private
For Profit or Nonprofit
Student Enrollment Size
Reported Violent Crimes
Reported Non-violent Crimes
Reported Total Crimes
Security Office Type
Number of Security Staff
Security Office Location
Building Location
Reporting Structure

Campus Safety and
Security Cutting Tool
X
X
X
X

Annual Security
Report

Informational Survey

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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Sample Selection
According to the Clery Act, colleges and universities that accept federal funding
must submit an annual crime report to the U.S. Department of Education. According to
the U.S. Department of Education: The Campus Safety and Security Cutting Tool, 10,905
institutions of higher education submitted annual security reports in 2010 (U.S. Dept. of
Ed., 2010). While it is impractical to survey 10,905 colleges and universities, it is
practical to survey a sample from this population. Using the Raosoft (2004) online
calculating tool, obtaining 372 campus sites in the sample will create a margin of error of
5% with a 95% confidence level.
Approximately one from every thirty campus sites will be selected. Applying a
systemic stratified method (Babbie, 2007; Hinkle et al., 2003) could result in some
smaller states being under-represented. A random sample method cannot be used as it
may under-represent some types of colleges and universities while over-representing
others.
The best sampling method for this study would be the quota or stratified random
sampling method. Babbie (2007) describes quota sampling as a method where the
research population is categorized into several groups and then the sample is selected
from the various groups so that the sample accurately represents the characteristic
distribution found in the total population. Using the U.S. Department of Education
Campus Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool, the available colleges and universities can
be restricted to eleven manageable categories on the basis of student enrollment. The
Cutting Tool allows colleges and universities to be restricted by enrollment size ranging
from less than 500 students to greater than 30,000 students. Once potential colleges and
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universities are stratified into enrollment size categories, the sample will be selected. It is
important that the number of participant institutions selected from each category
accurately reflect the percentage of colleges and universities in that category as compared
to the whole (Babbie, 2007; Hinkle et al., 2003). Table 2 illustrates the number of
institutions needed in the sample to accurately reflect the same proportion of institutions
in the general population. From the stratified sample, both public and private institutions
will be selected. Both two year and four year colleges and universities will be selected.
Random stratified sampling techniques will be used to ensure that enrollment size, public
and private control, and two and four year institutions are included.
Table 2: Number of each type of institution needed in the sample.
4 Year
Enrollment Size

Public

2 Year

Private

Public
For
Profit

Nonprofit

Private

Total
For
Profit

Nonprofit

0-499

1

33

16

8

11

48

117

500-999

2

19

13

7

1

14

56

1,000-1,499

2

14

4

6

1

3

30

1,500-1,999

2

10

2

6

1

1

22

2,000-2,999

5

15

2

10

0

1

33

3,000-4,999

7

12

1

14

0

1

35

5,000-9,999

12

8

1

17

0

0

38

10,000-14,999

7

2

1

7

0

1

18

15,000-19,999

4

1

0

4

0

0

9

20,000-29,999

6

1

1

3

0

0

11

30,000 or more

3

1

1

1

0

0

6

51

116

42

83

14

69

375

Total

It is important to note that it is not possible to predetermine the type of campus
security that is available at the college or university. This institutional characteristic will
be determined after the sample population is selected, when the survey responses are
returned. Because this institutional characteristic cannot be predetermined, it is unknown
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if the types of security utilized by the colleges and universities will display normal
distribution patterns.
Data Collection Procedures
Every institution of higher education in the United States that accepts federal
funding is required by the Clery Act to submit an annual crime report to the Department
of Education. This Clery report must be submitted by the first day of October of each
year. The reports may be viewed on the publicly accessible website for the U.S.
Department of Education: The Campus Safety and Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool
(http://ope/ed.gov/security/).
The annual security report must include three years worth of selected crime data.
The following criminal offenses are included in the annual report: murder/non-negligent
manslaughter, negligent manslaughter, sex offenses-forcible, sex offenses-non-forcible,
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, motor vehicle theft, and arson. The report also
reveals the number of arrests and referrals for disciplinary action were made for weapon
law violations, drug abuse violations, and liquor law violations. The report delineates the
number of criminal offenses, weapon law violations, drug abuse violations, and liquor
law violations which occurred on campus, on campus within residential facilities, noncampus locations, and on public property adjacent to campus. If a college or university
has more than one campus location, a separate report is filed for each campus site. These
data can be downloaded free of charge directly from the U.S. Department of Education's
website.
The Campus Safety and Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool may be used to
gather some institutional characteristics. The tool can be used to determine the enrollment
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size, institution control (public or private), and institution type (two year or four year).
The tool can also be used to ensure that colleges and universities are sampled from all
states as the state is also identified.
Instrumentation and Variables
Instrumentation. Unfortunately, the annual crime report does not reveal what
type of campus security is available at the college or university. In order to fully
understand the structure, function, and resources of the college or university security
department, an informational survey will need to be performed. This survey is attached as
Appendix B: Survey Instrument. The annual crime report does provide the name of the
campus security official responsible for submitting the security report, a physical address,
and a phone number. While the email address for the security officer is not provided in
the annual security report, this piece of contact information should be relatively easy to
obtain given the other contact information that is available in the report. Phone calls and
pre-survey email will be used to establish communication with the correct contact person
before the survey begins.
Once the email address is obtained, an internet survey (Appendix B) will be used
to survey the security officer regarding additional institutional features regarding the
structure, function, and resources of each college and university security office. The
security director will be asked to identify the type of security office at the college or
university: certified police department, internal security, contract security, hybrid
department, or no security department. The survey will ask for the number of full time
and part time police or security agents. The survey will ask for the physical location of
the security office: on campus, adjacent to campus, or off campus. The survey will ask
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about the shared resource location of the security office: is it located in the same building
as the college president, in a building with other departments, or in its own building. The
survey will ask which college organization oversees the security department. Does the
security department report: directly to the president, to student services, to the academic
affairs, to facilities management, to auxiliary services, or to another department.
To encourage selected colleges and universities to participate in the survey,
personalized email notices (Appendix A) will be sent directly to the director of the
campus security office. Personalized email reminders (Appendix C and D) will be sent to
participants to encourage them to respond if they do not participate after the first notice is
sent. Cook, Heath, and Thompson (2000) report that higher web survey response rates
can be attributed to the number of contacts, personalized contacts, and survey
precontacts.
Independent variables. To properly perform a quantitative analysis of the
variables relating to campus crime, the variables must be clearly identified. The
independent variables are the institutional characteristics. One independent variable is the
type of campus security department: campus police, internal security, contract security,
hybrid security department, and no campus security department. The type of campus
security department is a discrete variable. Each campus security department can only be
described in one way. The campus security department cannot be described to fit in more
than one category. The categories are mutually exclusive. Little or no research has
utilized the type of campus security department as an independent variable.
Fox and Hellman (1985) included campus safety departments in their analysis of
safety on campus; however, they combined several factors to create a safety variable. The
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campus security department was not analyzed as a single discrete variable. Sloan (1994)
also collapsed several factors to create a safety variable. Sloan (1994) included a count of
"full-time, uniformed officer on the campus police or security force". Sloan did not
differentiate between police officers or contracted security officers. In a small scale study
of one state, Bromley (1995) only analyzed nine colleges and universities that had police
officers. A multivariate linear regression to determine if there are differences among
colleges and universities with different types of campus safety departments has yet to be
performed.
Additional institutional characteristics used as independent or control variables
will include: student enrollment level, gender, institutional control (public or private),
financial status (nonprofit and for profit), institutional type (two year or four year),
physical location of the security office and building, reporting structure of the
department, and number of staff members within the campus safety department. This
study will compare colleges and universities using different types of campus security in
combination with the other institutional characteristics to determine which combination is
associated with the lowest crime levels.
Fox and Hellman (1985) analyzed a variety of institutional characteristics in an
attempt to examine relationships between institutional characteristics and the incidence of
campus crime. The researchers had 222 colleges and universities in their sample.
Regarding the characteristic of institutional classification, "ninety-two percent of the
schools in the sample were public institutions, 5 percent were private, and less than 4
percent were sectarian" (Fox & Hellman, 1985, p. 430). Instead of analyzing the
institutional classification as a single independent variable, the institutional classification
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was combined with other variables to create a measure of cohesion. While Fox and
Hellman suspected that institutional classification may have an impact on the incidence
of campus crime, their study was not able to clearly isolate the possible impact of the
variable.
Dependent variables. The dependent variables would be the amount of reported
campus crime: violent crime, non-violent crime, and total reported crime. These
reportable crimes are specified by the Clery Act and are operationally defined by the U.S.
Department of Education in The Handbook for Campus Crime Reporting (2005). The
operational definitions for the various crimes were derived from the FBI's Uniform Crime
Reports. The potential reportable crimes are: murder/non-negligent manslaughter,
negligent manslaughter, forcible sex offenses, non-forcible sex offenses, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, motor vehicle theft, arson, hate crimes, illegal weapons
possession, drug violations, and liquor law violations. To make an accurate comparison
about reported campus crime at schools with different enrollment sizes, the dependent
variable of total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime will be studied at the per
capita rate for ANOVA testing. Regression testing will use total amounts of total crime,
violent crime, and non-violent crime.
Bromley (1995) found that all forms crime, from murder to larceny, occurred on
college campuses in Florida from 1989 to 1990. Bromley (1995) recognized murder,
rape, aggravated assault, and robbery as violent crimes; while non-violent crimes such as
larceny and burglary as property crimes. Fox and Hellman (1985) observed "that the
number of violent crimes on campuses is quite small. Thus the magnitude of the
percentage is unstable, and the analysis of differences somewhat impeded." Due to low
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incidence of certain crimes, Fox and Hellman (1985) and Sloan (1994) both categorized
crime into violent and non-violent categories. Sloan (1994) categorized vandalism,
drinking, and drug-related offenses as non-violent crimes. According to Sloan, homicide,
rape and robbery were violent crimes. Drysdale et al. (2010) observed that from 2005 to
2008, violent crimes (non-negligent manslaughter, negligent manslaughter, forcible sex
offenses, robbery, and aggravated assault) occurred less often than non-violent crimes
(non-forcible sex offenses, burglary, motor vehicle theft, and arson). While all types of
crime occur on the college campus, previous researchers have found it necessary to
categorize crimes in order to obtain sufficient numbers that are useful for analysis.
Crawford, Chiricos, and Kleck (1998) applied logistic regression techniques to
determine relationships between race, crime type, and sentencing. This quantitative study
focused on 9,690 men admitted to Florida prisons in 1992-1993. These researchers
studied a wide range of individual crimes (assault, battery, murder, robbery, sexual
battery, motor vehicle theft, drug possession, forgery, etc.) as well as crime types
(violent, weapons related, property, drug related, and all crimes). Crime categories
utilized by Crawford et al. (1998) reflect the commonly accepted understanding that
murder is violent, rather than a predetermined categorical definition.
The dependent variable in this study is total crime, violent crime, and non-violent
crime. These categories will be created based on four discrete dependent variable
subcategories: violent crimes I, violent crimes II, non-violent crimes I, and non-violent
crimes II. Each subcategory may not produce contain enough incidents of crime to be
considered individually. Violent crimes I are crimes that have resulted in death and
include: murder/non-negligent manslaughter and negligent manslaughter. Violent crimes
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II are physical assaults that did not result in death and include: forcible sex offenses, nonforcible sex-offenses, robbery, and aggravated assault. Non-violent crimes I are primarily
property crimes against another person and include: burglary, motor vehicle theft, and
arson. Non-violent crimes II are crimes that primarily affect the individual who commits
them and include: illegal weapons possession, drug violations, and liquor law violations.
Hate crimes will be excluded due to the broad definition of the term. According to
the U.S. Department of Education (2005), a hate crime can be any of the reportable
criminal acts defined by the Clery Act, or any other offense that involves bodily injury
that was committed as a result of the perpetrator’s bias toward the victim due to the
victim’s race, gender, religion, sexual orientation, ethnicity/national origin, or disability.
Additionally, hate crimes must be determined on an individual basis (USDOE, 2005, p.
40-44). Any crime, from burglary to murder, can be a hate crime. Hate crimes can
include both violent and non-violent crimes. As any crime can be a hate crime, it is not a
discrete variable that can be placed in any of the four discrete crime divisions.
With the passage of the Clery Act (1990), the U.S. Department of Education
began to collect crime incidence reports from colleges and universities. Before the
passage of the Clery Act, very few colleges tracked the incidence of reported crime on
campus. If a college had a police department, the department was required to report the
incidence of select criminal activity to the FBI. These data were then reported annually as
part of the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports. Fox and Hellman (1985), Sloan (1994),
Volkwein et al. (1995), Bromley (1995), Pezza (1995), Bromley (1999), and Truman and
Rand (2010) all relied on data available in the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports to determine
the amount and type of reported crime.
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Although the FBI's Uniform Crime Report has been used consistently by
researchers over the last twenty-five years, this may not actually be the best source for the
incidence of reported campus crime. If a college does not have a police department, the
college is not mandated to provide crime reports to the FBI. If a college does not have a
police department and the college still chooses to submit a report to the FBI, the reporting
college official may not report crime in the same manner that a trained law enforcement
official could. This potential reporting discrepancy is eliminated under the Clery Act
reporting requirements. Under the Clery Act, the annual crime reports that are submitted
to the U.S. Department of Education must include incidence of crime that were reported
to other officials in addition to campus police or security departments. The college must
make an effort to seek out information from multiple campus and community sources
regarding the incidence of crime. The Clery Act "acknowledges that many individuals,
and students in particular, are hesitant about reporting crimes to the police, but may be
more inclined to report incidents to other campus-affiliated individuals" (U.S. Dept. of
Ed., 2005, p. 49). Therefore, this study will utilize the amount and type of reported
campus crime as available from the U.S. Department of Education as the dependent
variable.
Validity
A review of the literature reveals that there is limited quantitative research
investigating the issue of crime on colleges and universities. Little or no existing research
has utilized the crime statistics available through the U.S. Department of Education.
While some studies have shown that there is a link between the existence of campus
security offices and the incidence of campus crime, none of the literature has investigated
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the structure, function, or resources of the campus security office. These gaps in the
literature suggest that it is time to investigate the relationship between the structure,
function, and resources of the campus security office and the incidence of reported crime
on colleges and university campuses. The following research questions will be explored:


Is there a difference in reported campus crime rates at the per capita level for total
crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime for colleges with police officers,
internal security officers, contract security officers, hybrid departments, and no
security office?



What combination of institutional characteristics best explain the occurrence of
total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime?
As these are new research questions that have not been explored in the past,

precautions must be made to avoid the appearance of bias in the online survey. This study
is not intended to determine if one campus security office is better than another. This
study is intended to determine if any institutional characteristics can be linked to lower or
higher levels of crime on the college or university campus. It is likely that a combination
of characteristics, not a single characteristic, may be related to patterns in crime statistics.
Only an analysis of all of the variables individually and in combination with others will
help to reveal possible patterns and relationships.
The Campus Safety and Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool is a web based tool
developed by the U.S. Department of Education. The accuracy of the information
retrieved is dependent upon the accuracy of the information that is reported. According to
the Campus Safety and Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool, "the crime statistics found
on this website represent alleged criminal offenses reported to campus security
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authorities and/or local law enforcement agencies. Therefore, the data collected do not
necessarily reflect prosecutions or convictions for crimes" (2010). Since 1991, all
colleges and universities that accept federal funding are mandated under the Clery Act to
comply with the reporting requirements (USDOE, 2005). Failure to report alleged crimes
in an accurate, timely, and reliable manner can result in financial penalties being levied
against the college or university (USDOE, 2005).
Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics will be calculated to describe the collected data set. The
surveys will be analyzed to determine the structure and function of the campus security
offices in the sample data set. The reported campus crime for the aggregate group will be
analyzed to determine the total and mean amounts of campus crime: total crime, violent
crime, and non-violent crime. As the data set will contain incidence of crime for a three
year time span, data will be summarized as amount of total crime, crime rate per year,
and crime rate per year per capita by dividing the amount of crime by the institution
enrollment.
Basic tests will be performed to test for normalcy and distribution patterns.
Scatterplots can be used to see if any patterns emerge suggesting that any single variable
has a strong influence on campus crime (Kutner et al., 2004). A correlation matrix will be
built to discover if any of the independent variables are correlated or if problematic
multicollinearity exists. As part of the quantitative study, efforts will be made to detect
multicollinearity. Multicollinearity may suggest that the independent variables are
intrinsically linked and are not truly independent (Hinkle et al., 2003; Kutner et al.,
2004). As part of the study, outliers on graphs will be reviewed to ensure that a mistake
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was not made in data input. Levene’s test will be performed to see if it is likely that a
difference exists in the crime rates among schools with different forms of campus
security.
In addition to plotting the data, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) will be
performed to quantitatively reveal the mean difference between the security departments
(independent variable) and the amount of reported crime (dependent variable). The
ANOVA test will be performed using total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime.
The ANOVA tests will determine if there is a difference in reported campus crime rates
for colleges with police officers, internal security, contract security, hybrid departments,
and no security office.
This study seeks to relate crime statistics (the outcome or dependent variable) to
the type of security (nominal categories) used by the college or university along with
other institutional characteristics (independent variables which include nominal
categories). With backward stepwise linear regression, the institutional characteristics
(independent variables) will be tested to see if they have a significant influence on the
campus crime (dependent variables). Total campus crime, violent crime, and non-violent
crime will be examined. All independent variables will be entered into the linear
regression model, and then independent variables will be removed one at a time until the
most efficient linear equation is reached (Hinkle et al., 2003; Kutner et al., 2004). Using
the SPSS program to run a backward linear regression procedure, the partial F test
statistic is computed to determine if an independent variable should be retained or
removed. Finally, the results of the linear regression model must be discussed.

74

Ethical Issues
Despite the fact that the crime statistics for each college and university are
publicly available for free on the internet, survey respondents may be reluctant to provide
additional institutional information if that information was publicly reported. Surveys
will be coded to match the sample colleges and universities. Results will then be reported
in aggregate form. A list of the colleges and universities included in the sample are
provided in the appendices; however, individual colleges and universities are not linked
by name to the survey data or crime statistics data. The intent of this study is not to
embarrass or praise any individual college or university, so every effort will be made to
prevent identifying any individual college or university in the data analysis or in the
discussion of the results.
In an effort to reduce bias, some colleges and universities will be eliminated from
the potential sample pool. I will not include in the study any college or university where I
have either performed work or attended classes. The following colleges and universities
are excluded from the sample population: University of Alabama (Huntsville, AL),
University of Arkansas (Little Rock, AR), University of Nevada (Las Vegas, NV),
Nevada State College (Henderson, NV), College of Southern Nevada (Las Vegas, NV),
and Michigan Technological University (Houghton, MI).
Names of all institutions will be blacked out on the spreadsheet of all available
institutions before sample selection to reduce the opportunity for bias for selecting or not
selecting all other colleges based on name recognition or lack of recognition. In an effort
to ensure that institutions from all 50 states are invited to participate, the state location
will not be blacked out.
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Summary
Although a link between the campus security office and the incidence of reported
crime on campus was discovered by the early research of Fox and Hellman (1985), the
nature of the relationship has not yet been adequately explored. By gathering institutional
information directly from campus security offices in addition to using institutional
characteristics and reported crime statistics from the Department of Education, this study
will closely examine the structure, function, and resources of the campus security office
in relation to the incidence of reported campus crime. This chapter outlined the steps that
will be taken to select a sample, gather the data, and analyze the data. By examining
campus safety through the lens of the resource dependency theory, this study seeks to
examine relationships between the incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure,
function, and resources of campus security offices. The next chapter will report the
results of this study.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction
The purpose of this national quantitative study was to examine relationships
between the incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure, function, and
resources of campus security offices. This study examined differences in reported campus
crime rates for institutions of higher education with police officers, internal security,
contract security, hybrid departments, and no security office. This study analyzed the
combination of institutional characteristics which best explain the occurrence of violent
and non-violent crime on campus.
Campus security office data was collected from a web based informational
survey, and reported crime data that occurred in academic years 2008-2009, 2009-2010,
and 2010-2011 was extracted from annual security reports submitted to the U.S.
Department of Education. Data was combined in an SPSS database for analysis. This
chapter will provide descriptive characteristics regarding the sample population and
campus security offices, as well as presentation of the results of the research questions.
Descriptive Statistics
Respondent descriptives. Of the 375 institutions that were invited to participate,
157 institutions responded with a total response rate of 41.87%. Survey participation rates
varied by type of higher education institution (Table 3). Public institutions responded at a
higher rate (n=63, or 49.61%) than private for profit (n=58, or 42.34%) and private
nonprofit (n=36, or 32.43%) institutions. Four year public colleges and universities
responded at the highest rate (n=30, or 58.82%); the lowest response rates were found
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with two year private nonprofits (n=6, or 28.57%) and four year private for profit
institutions (n=12, or 28.57%).
Table 3: Survey participation rates.

Public

Private Nonprofit

Private for
Profit

Total

4 Year

n=30, 58.82%

n=52, 44.83%

n=12, 28.57%

n=94, 44.98%

2 Year

n=33, 43.42%

n=6, 28.57%

n=24, 34.78%

n=63, 37.95%

Total

n=63, 49.61%

n=58, 42.34%

n=36, 32.43%

n=157, 41.87%

Type of Sample Institution

Four responding institutions were eliminated from the study due to incomplete
annual security reports on file with the Department of Education. Sections of data were
missing for these four institutions. Only institutions with complete security reports filed
in 2009, 2010, and 2011 were analyzed. This reduction left 153 eligible institutions for
data analysis (Appendix F).
Institutions from all 50 states were invited to participate in the study. Institutions
responded from all states except: Alaska, Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, Nevada, and Rhode Island. With 42 out of 50 states represented, the eligible
responding institutions reflect a range of geographical locations.
Enrollment size varied among the participating institutions. The 153 eligible
responding institutions had a mean enrollment size of 5745.80 students. The standard
deviation was 8261.80. A total of 879,107 students were enrolled across all of the
institutions. The mean enrollment of the sample is positively skewed (s=3.150, se=.196);
however, this is an accurate reflection of the enrollment distribution pattern for all
institutions that reported annual security reports to the U.S. Department of Education
(Table 2). There were 499,036 (56.77%) women and 380,071 (43.23%) men enrolled at
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the institutions. With a wide range of enrollment sizes represented, the eligible
responding institutions reflect enrollment size diversity found at institutions across the
nation.
Security office descriptives. Institutions of higher education use different types
of campus security. Institutions reported that the campus security office was a police
department (n=33, or 21.6%), security office with officers employed by the college
(n=44, or 28.8%), a security office with externally contracted security (n=17, or 11.1%),
a hybrid department (n=22, or 14.4%), or no formal security office relying on local law
enforcement as needed (n=37, or 24.2%).
Most campus security offices are physically located on campus. Institutions
reported that the campus security office was located on campus with all other buildings
(n=108, or 70.6%), adjacent to campus (n=4, or 2.6%), off campus at an annex site (n=1,
or 0.7%), or no security office (n=38, or 24.8%). Two institutions (1.3%) did not respond.
Most campus security offices share their space with other departments.
Institutions reported that the campus security office shared building space with the
college president (n=11, or 7.2%), with other departments (n=83, or 54.2%), did not share
building space and was in its own building (n=20, or 13.1%), or had no security office
(n=38, or 24.8%). One institution (.7%) did not respond.
The reporting structure of the campus security office varied. Institutions noted
that the reporting structure of the campus security office was directly to the college
president (n=18, or11.8%), to the president’s assistant or designee (n=15, or 9.8%), to
student affairs (n=30, or 19.6%), to auxiliary services (n=6, or 3.9%), to facilities (n=18,
or 11.8%), to the finance division (n=15, or 9.8%), to some other division (n=19, or
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12.4%), or there is no formal security office (n=29, or 19.0%). None of the survey
respondents indicated that the security office reported to academic affairs. Because 9.8%
(n=15) of the respondents indicated that the security office reported to the finance
division, this response was created as a unique category for analysis after the survey was
concluded. Three institutions (2.0%) did not respond.
Crime rate descriptives. Campus crime was analyzed through the lenses of four
distinct categories: violent crime I, violent crime II, non-violent crime I, and non-violent
crime II. Violent crime I was defined in chapter one as murder/non-negligent
manslaughter and negligent manslaughter. None of the sample institutions reported any
crimes in this category. Violent crime II consisted of forcible sex offenses, non-forcible
sex-offenses, robbery, and aggravated assault. Due to the lack of reportable incidents of
violent crime I, this study will refer only to violent crime for the remainder of this study.
Non-violent crime I consisted of burglary, motor vehicle theft, and arson. Non-violent
crime II consisted of illegal weapons possession, drug violations, and liquor law
violations. Both disciplinary actions and arrests were included in this category. Both
forms of non-violent crime were collapsed into a single non-violent crime category for
analysis in the remainder of this study.
Total crime. The total number of crimes reported for the 153 sample institutions
across a three year time span was 38,676. The mean number of total crimes was 252.78
(sd=458.82). The mean number of total crimes per year was 84.26 (sd=152.94). The
number of total crimes per year was then divided by institutional enrollment to determine
the mean number of crimes per year per capita. The mean number of total crimes per year
per capita was 3.59x10-2 (sd=.177).
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Violent crime. The total number of violent crimes reported for the 153 sample
institutions across a three year times span was 904. The mean number of violent crimes
was 5.91 (sd=10.61). The mean number of violent crimes per year was 1.969 (sd=3.54).
The number of violent crimes per year was then divided by institutional enrollment to
determine the mean number of violent crimes per year per capita. The mean number of
violent crimes per year per capita was 7.54x10-4 (sd=2.47x10-3). There were no reported
deaths included in these totals. Violent crime II (forcible sex offenses, non-forcible sexoffenses, robbery, and aggravated assault) accounts for 100% of the violent crime
(n=904) and 2.34% of the total crime (n=38,676).
Non-violent crime. The total number of non-violent crimes reported for the 153
sample institutions across a three year times span was 37,772. The mean number of nonviolent crimes was 246.88 (sd=452.96). The mean number of non-violent crimes per year
was 82.29 (sd=150.99). The number of non-violent crimes per year was then divided by
institutional enrollment to determine the mean number of non-violent crimes per year per
capita. The mean number of non-violent crimes per year per capita was 3.52x10-2
(sd=.175). Non-violent crime (n=37,772) accounts for 97.66% of the total crime
(n=38,676).
The total number of non-violent crimes I (burglary, motor vehicle theft, and
arson) reported for the 153 sample institutions across a three year times span was 3,976.
The mean number of non-violent crimes I was 25.99 (sd=51.434). The mean number of
non-violent crimes I per year was 8.662 (sd=17.145). The number of non-violent crimes I
per year was then divided by institutional enrollment to determine the mean number of
non-violent crimes I per year per capita. The mean number of non-violent crimes per year
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per capita was 3.56x10-3 (sd=1.59x10-2). Non-violent crime I (n=3,976) accounts for
10.53% of the total non-violent crime (n=37,772) and accounts for 10.28% of the total
crime (n=38,676).
The total number of non-violent crimes II (illegal weapons possession, drug
violations, and liquor law violations) reported for the 153 sample institutions across a
three year times span was 33,796. The mean number of non-violent crimes II was 220.89
(sd=423.97). The mean number of non-violent crimes II per year was 73.63 (sd=141.32).
The number of non-violent crimes II per year was then divided by institutional
enrollment to determine the mean number of non-violent crimes II per year per capita.
The mean number of non-violent crimes II per year per capita was 3.16x10-2 (sd=.159).
Non-violent crime II (n=33,796) accounts for 89.47% of the total non-violent crime
(n=33,796) and 87.38% of the total crime (n=38,796). For the remainder of this study,
non-violent crime I and non-violent crime II will be collapsed to a single category: nonviolent crime.
Diagnostics
Levene's statistic was calculated for total crime rate per year per capita by security
type and found to be 2.44 (p=.049). This suggests that total crime rate per year is not
occurring at random for institutions with different types of campus security. This
suggests that there may be a difference in the variance of the populations.
A correlations matrix was produced to examine the independent variables for
collinearity (Appendix G). Pearson correlations were examined among thirty possible
independent variables. Point-biserial tests (special cases of the Pearson correlation) were
conducted for nominal variables. Dummy variables were created for nominal variable
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comparisons, with 1 indicating variable was present and 0 indicating the variable was not
present. The following variables were examined: institution type (two year or four year),
public or private control, nonprofit status, security office type (police, internal security,
contract security, hybrid department, or none), office location (on campus, off campus,
adjacent to campus, or none), building resource (same building as the president, shared
with other departments, own building, or none), reporting structure (directly to the
president, to the president's designee, to student services, to auxiliary services, to
facilities management, to finance, to other department, or none), total number of security
staff officers, and enrollment (total, male, and female).
Pearson correlations of -1.0 were found on discrete independent variables that
were diametrically opposed, such as two year or four year institutions and public or
private control. These calculations should not be misinterpreted as collinearity problems.
High correlation was evident among nonprofit status and private institutions (r=.627) and
nonprofit status and four year institutions (r=.518). This was to be expected as nonprofit
status is a subcategory of private institutions, which are more frequently found at four
year institutions. There is a strong positive correlation between police and public
institutions (r=.401), and a strong negative correlation between police and private
institutions (r=-.401). Logically, these relationships can also be expected as public
institutions are likely to have police departments and private institutions are not.
Additional logical high correlations were found between campuses with no security
department and no building on campus (r=.822), security office located on campus and
the security office sharing a building with other departments (r=.609), and institutions
with no security office also reporting that the security office did not report to a specific
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division (r=.674). While these correlations do not invalidate any independent variables,
caution must be used when building the linear regression model to find the best fit.
Total campus crime appears to be directly correlated to enrollment (Figure 1). As
enrollment increased, the incidents of total crime reported also increases. With R2=1, the
relationship is positive and very strong. As this relationship was so influential, the first
group of research questions in this study was examined at the per capita level to adjust for
the effect that enrollment size would have on total campus crime.
Figure 1: Total reported crime increases as enrollment increases.
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The sample is positively skewed (s=3.15, se=1.96x10-1) for enrollment size, with
an enrollment mean of 5745.80 students. This is an accurate reflection of the actual
enrollment pattern for all institutions that reported annual security reports to the U.S.
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Department of Education (Table 2). However, due to the skewed sample, the sample is
not normally distributed.
As the sample is not normally distributed, the proper test to be applied to the first
research question is not the standard ANOVA procedure but the modified Kruskal-Wallis
ANOVA procedure. This procedure operates when there is one categorical variable (such
as security type) and one measurement variable (amount of crime per capita). In this
method, each data point is converted to a scaled score. The smallest observation receives
a rank of 1, the next smallest a rank of 2, and so on. The rank observations are totaled.
The group with the lowest overall total has the least amount of crime reported at the per
capita level (Kruskal & Wallis, 1958). The group with the highest total score has
tendency to have the greatest amount of crime reported with the most frequency (Kruskal
& Wallis, 1958). Instead of comparing the means, the Kruskal-Wallis procedure gives
weight to the frequency of larger and smaller amounts of reported crimes to determine if
there is a significant difference between the crime rates at colleges with different types of
security (Vargha & Delaney, 1998).
Research Question 1
Is there a difference in campus crime rates per year per capita for institutions of
higher education with police officers, internal security, contract security, hybrid
departments, and no security office? To investigate this question, Kruskal-Wallis analysis
of variance (ANOVA) tests were performed to see if there was a difference in total
campus crime, non-violent campus crime, and violent campus crime depending on the
type of campus security. It was necessary to analyze crime rates at the per capita level to
control for the influence that increased enrollment may have on reported crime.
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Total campus crime. The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test performed on total
campus crime rates per year per capita rejected the null hypothesis: there is a difference
in campus crime rates among institutions with different forms of campus security.
Significant difference was found among institutions with police departments
(M=2.56x10-2, sd=3.85x10-2), internal security departments (M=8.83x10-2, sd=3.23x10-1),
contract security (M=7.33x10-3, sd=2.11x10-2), hybrid departments (M=2.16x10-2,
sd=2.45x10-2), and no formal security office (M=4.55x10-3, sd=8.13x10-3).
The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test determined mean ranks for the campus security
offices: police (87.80), internal security (91.50), contract security (57.47), hybrid
departments (92.73), and none (49.72). This result indicates that colleges with hybrid
departments have the tendency to have larger amounts of total crime reported more
frequently than the other groups, and colleges with no formal security department relying
on local law enforcement have the tendency to have the least amount of total crime
reported the least frequently. The significance level was found to be 2.06x10-5, which is
significant at the p 0.05 level. The chi-square value was calculated at 26.92. The effect
size (chi-square/n-1) was calculated at 1.77x10-1, so that 17.71% of the variability can be
explained by the category of campus security. There is a significant difference in total
crime rates on the per capita level for institutions with different types of campus security
offices.
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Table 4: Comparison of total crime rates per year per capita among institutions with police, internal
security, contract security, hybrid departments, and no formal security office.
Descriptive Statistics
Groups
Police
Internal Security
Contract Security
Hybrid
None
Total

n
33
44
17
22
37
153

Mean
2.56x10-2
8.83x10-2
7.33x10-3
2.16x10-2
4.55x10-3
3.59x10-2

sd
3.85x10-2
3.23x10-1
2.11x10-2
2.45x10-2
8.13x10-3
1.77x10-1

se
6.71x10-3
4.88x10-2
5.12x10-3
5.23x10-3
1.34x10-3
1.43x10-2

Violent crime. The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test performed on violent campus
crime rates per year per capita rejected the null hypothesis: there is a difference in
campus crime rates among institutions with different forms of campus security.
Significant differences were found among institutions with police departments
(M=3.45x10-4, sd=4.45x10-4), internal security departments (M=1.15x10-3, sd=3.52x10-3),
contract security (M=1.75x10-4, sd=2.77x10-4), hybrid departments (M=7.30x10-4,
sd=6.72x10-4), and no formal security office (M=9.31x10-4, sd=3.15x10-3).
The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test determined mean ranks for the campus security
offices: police (82.39), internal security (88.09), contract security (64.56), hybrid
departments (101.11), and none (50.38). This result indicates that colleges with hybrid
departments have the tendency to have larger amounts of violent crime reported more
frequently than the other groups, and colleges with no formal security department relying
on local law enforcement have the tendency to have the least amount of violent crime
reported the least frequently. The significance level was found to be 3.85x10-5, which is
significant at the p 0.05 level. The chi-square value was calculated at 25.58. The effect
size (chi-square/n-1) was calculated at 1.68x10-1, so that 16.83% of the variability can be
explained by the category of campus security. There is a significant difference in violent
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crime rates on the per capita level for institutions with different types of campus security
offices.
Table 5: Comparison of violent crime rates per year per capita among institutions with police, internal
security, contract security, hybrid departments, and no formal security office.
Descriptive Statistics
Groups
Police
Internal Security
Contract Security
Hybrid
None
Total

n
33
44
17
22
37
153

Mean
3.45x10-4
1.15x10-3
1.75x10-4
7.30x10-4
9.31x10-4
7.54x10-4

sd
4.45x10-4
3.52x10-3
2.77x10-4
6.72x10-4
3.15x10-3
2.47x10-3

se
7.75x10-5
5.31x10-4
6.71x10-5
1.43x10-4
5.19x10-4
2.00x10-4

Non-violent crime. The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test performed on non-violent
campus crime rates per year per capita failed to reject the null hypothesis: there is no
difference in non-violent campus crime rates among institutions with different forms of
campus security. No significant difference was found among institutions with police
departments (M=8.62x10-2, sd=3.71x10-1), internal security departments (M=1.42x10-2,
sd=2.06x10-2), contract security (M=2.62x10-2, sd=3.77x10-2), hybrid departments
(M=3.02x10-2, sd=4.20x10-2), or no formal security office (M=2.17x10-2, sd=3.54x10-2).
The Kruskal-Wallis test determined mean ranks for the campus security offices:
police (67.82), internal security (77.36), contract security (83.59), hybrid departments
(83.68), and none (77.76). This result indicates that colleges with hybrid departments
have the tendency to have larger amounts of non-violent crime reported more frequently
than the other groups, and colleges with police departments have the tendency to have the
least amount of nonviolent crime reported the least frequently. The significance level was
found to be .676, which is not significant at the p 0.05 level. The chi-square value was
calculated at 2.33. The effect size (chi-square/n-1) was calculated at 1.53x10-2, so that
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1.53% of the variability can be explained by the category of campus security. There is not
a significant difference in non-violent crime rates on the per capita level for institutions
with different types of campus security offices.
Table 6: Comparison of non-violent crime rates per year per capita among institutions with police, internal
security, contract security, hybrid departments, and no formal security office.
Descriptive Statistics
Groups
Police
Internal Security
Contract Security
Hybrid
None
Total

n
33
44
17
22
37
153

Mean
8.62x10-2
1.42x10-2
2.62x10-2
3.02x10-2
2.17x10-2
3.52x10-2

sd
3.71x10-1
2.06x10-2
3.77x10-2
4.20x10-2
3.54x10-2
1.75x10-2

se
6.46x10-2
3.11x10-3
9.13x10-3
8.96x10-3
5.82x10-3
1.41x10-2

The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA tests revealed that there was a significant difference
in total crime rates per year per capita and violent crime rates per year per capita for
institutions with different forms of campus security. No significant difference was
discovered at the p 0.05 level for non-violent crime per year per capita for institutions
using different forms of campus security.
Research Question 2
What combination of institutional characteristics best explain the occurrence of
total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime on campus? This is the second research
question this study examined. Backward stepwise linear regression procedures were
performed utilizing SPSS to explain the possible effects of the independent variables (two
or four year institutional type, public or private control, nonprofit or for profit status,
male enrollment, female enrollment, and total enrollment) on total crime, violent crime,
and non-violent crime. All of the possible dependent variables were entered into the
linear regression model. Backward stepwise techniques were employed to remove
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variables one at a time until the most efficient linear regression model was achieved.
Because enrollment is used as an institutional characteristic, the dependent variables used
are the actual amounts of crime and not crime rates at the per capita level. Multiple
regression reveals the amount of variance or error of the independent variables regressed
on the dependent variables: total campus crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime.
Total campus crime. After entering all of the possible institutional characteristics
(independent variables) into SPSS, a backward stepwise linear regression was performed
with total crime as the dependent variable. Independent variables were removed at the .05
level so that only variables that made a significant difference were permitted to remain in
the model. The most efficient model was found at the sixteenth step with seven variables
retained.
Seven predictors were found to have the greatest influence on violent crime: total
number of security staff (t=2.676), campus security located in its own building (t=2.575),
campus security reporting to the finance department (t=1.878), four year institution
(t=4.213), female enrollment (t=-1.850), male enrollment (t=2.692), and campus security
office located off campus (t=-2.984) (Table 7). While female enrollment influences lower
crime rates, a higher percentage of male enrollment is correlated with higher crime rates.
Being a four year institution is a stronger predictor of crime than being a two year
institution. Surprisingly, being a public, private, or nonprofit institution does not seem to
be a key factor in influencing total crime rate. Having a campus security office located
off campus is associated with a reduction in crime rate, and this variable is also strongly
correlated with the variable of total number of security officers (r=.899). A complete list
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of all variables removed at each step in the backward stepwise process is listed in
Appendix H.
Table 7: Backward stepwise linear regression identified the top seven institutional characteristics predictive
of total crime.

Total Crime Model

Coefficients
Unstandardized Coefficients

B
(Constant)
-83.342
4year
281.930
Male Enrollment
.054
Female Enrollment
-.024
16
Off Campus
-2800.904
Own Building
258.512
Finance
204.184
Security Total
3.928
Note: R2=.620, significant at the p.05 level

Std. Error
53.790
66.924
.020
.013
938.527
100.409
108.695
1.468

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta
.298
.406
-.267
-.495
.182
.133
.475

t

Sig.

-1.549
4.213
2.692
-1.850
-2.984
2.575
1.878
2.676

.124
.000
.008
.066
.003
.011
.062
.008

The Durbin Watson statistic with the seven variables in the model is 2.414. With
the six variables in the model, R=.609 and R2=.370. This model explains 37.0% of the
variance in reported total crime on campus.
Violent crime. After entering all of the possible institutional characteristics
(independent variables) into SPSS, a backward stepwise linear regression was performed
with violent crime as the dependent variable. Independent variables were removed at the
.05 level so that only variables that made a significant difference were permitted to
remain in the model. The most efficient model was found at the seventeenth step with six
variables retained.
Six predictors were found to have the greatest influence on violent crime: four
year institution (t=2.210), male enrollment (t=3.957), hybrid campus security department
(t=3.331), off campus security office location (t=-1.658), campus security office located
in the same building with the president (t=-1.958), and total number of security staff
(t=4.837) (Table 8). Male enrollment again appears as a variable that has a positive
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relationship to increased levels of crime. Again, four year institutions are associated with
higher crime. Again, public, private, and nonprofit status does not seem to have a
significant positive or negative effect on the violent crime rates. Interestingly, locating
the campus security office in the same building as the institution president had a negative
influence on violent crime rates. A complete list of all variables removed at each step in
the backward stepwise process is listed in Appendix I.
The Durbin Watson statistic with the seven variables in the model is 2.455. With
the six variables in the model, R=.787 and R2=.620. This model explains 62.0% of the
variance in reported violent crime on campus.
Table 8: Backward stepwise linear regression identified the top six institutional characteristics predictive of
violent crime.

Violent Crime Model

Coefficients
Unstandardized Coefficients

B
(Constant)
-.502
4year
2.631
Male Enrollment
.001
17
Hybrid
5.822
Off Campus
-28.580
President Building
-4.305
Security Total
.135
Note: R2=.620, significant at the p.05 level

Std. Error
.982
1.190
.000
1.747
17.239
2.199
.028

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta
.120
.239
.193
-.218
-.105
.703

t

-.512
2.210
3.957
3.331
-1.658
-1.958
4.837

Sig.

.610
.029
.000
.001
.100
.052
.000

Non-violent crime. After entering all of the possible institutional characteristics
(independent variables) into SPSS, a backward stepwise linear regression was performed
with non-violent crime as the dependent variable. Independent variables were removed at
the .05 level so that only variables that made a significant difference were permitted to
remain in the model. The most efficient model was found at the sixteenth step with seven
variables retained.
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Seven predictors were found to have the greatest influence on non-violent crime:
total number of security staff (t=2.587), campus security department located in its own
building (t=2.567), campus security reporting to the finance division (t=1.872), four year
institution (t=4.205), female enrollment (t=-1.841), male enrollment (t=2.661), and
campus security located off campus (t=-2.964) (Table 9). Female enrollment again
appears as a factor that reduces crime, while male enrollment influences higher crime
rates. Four year institutions again appear as a strong predictor of non-violent crime.
When the campus security office reports to the finance division, a higher crime rate is
predicted. A complete list of all variables removed at each step in the backward stepwise
process is listed in Appendix J.
Table 9: Backward stepwise linear regression identified the top seven institutional characteristics predictive
of non-violent crime.
Coefficients
Non-violent Crime Model
Unstandardized Coefficients
Standardized
t
Sig.
Coefficients
B
Std. Error
Beta
(Constant)
-82.594
53.365
-1.548
.124
4 year
279.206
66.395
.299
4.205
.000
Male Enrollment
.053
.020
.403
2.661
.009
Female Enrollment
-.024
.013
-.267
-1.841
.068
16
Off Campus
-2759.540
931.106
-.494
-2.964
.004
Own Building
255.682
99.615
.183
2.567
.011
Finance
201.901
107.836
.133
1.872
.063
Security Total
3.767
1.456
.461
2.587
.011
2
Note: R =.364, significant at the p.05 level

The Durbin Watson statistic with the seven variables in the model is 2.412. With
the seven variables in the model, R=.604 and R2=.364. This model explains 36.4% of the
variance in reported non-violent crime on campus.
Unanticipated Issues
Unanticipated issues did occur. After the email addresses were collected and the
survey was issued, some institutions were eliminated from the sample pool due to
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previously “opting out” with Survey Monkey. It was impossible to know in advance that
these institutions could not be surveyed through this tool. Eleven institutions, or 2.93%,
were immediately eliminated due to previously opting out (Table 10). Institutions that
previously opted out were not replaced.

Table 10: Frequency of sample institutions that previously opted out.

Public

Private
Nonprofit

Private for
Profit

Total

4 Year

n=0, 0.00%

n=4, 3.45%

n=1, 2.38%

n=5, 2.39%

2 Year

n=3, 3.95%

n=1, 4.76%

n=2, 2.90%

n=6, 3.61%

Total

n=3, 2.36%

n=5, 3.65%

n=3, 2.70%

n=11, 2.93%

Type of Sample Institution

The second unanticipated issue was a lack of normal distribution of data. The data
distribution was positively skewed. This skewed data from the sample was an accurate
reflection of the general population of institutions of higher education. However, the
skewed distribution caused an adjustment in choice of test for ANOVA. The KruskalWallis ANOVA method was selected to compensate for the lack of normal distribution.
Summary
This chapter explored the nature of the relationship between the campus security
office and reported campus crime. Using the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA method, the
difference in reported campus crime rates at the per capita level was examined for total
crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime for colleges with police officers, internal
security officers, contract security officers, hybrid departments, and no security office. A
significant difference was discovered in total crime and violent crime rates at the per
capita level for institutions with different forms of campus security. Backward stepwise
linear regression was performed utilizing all of the gathered institutional characteristics.
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Using backward stepwise techniques for the elimination of variables, combinations of
institutional characteristics were discovered to best explain the occurrence of total crime,
violent crime, and non-violent crime. While public, private, and nonprofit status did not
seem to have a significant effect on campus crime, other characteristics did show a
significant influence. Four year institutions were a strong predictor of crime. Crime
appears elevated by higher percentages of male enrollment and reduced by higher
percentages of female enrollment. Campus security office reporting structure and
building resources also seem to have an influence on crime rates. A discussion of the
meaning of these results will be presented in the final chapter.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
This national quantitative study gathered data from two sources: an informational
survey provided to security agents at institutions of higher education and annual campus
security reports from the same institutions collected from the Department of Education.
Using resource dependency theory as a lens this study examined the statistical
relationships between reported total crime, non-violent crime, and violent crime and the
structure, function, and resources available to colleges with campus police departments,
internal security, contract security departments, hybrid security office, and no formal
security office.
The first section presents a brief overview of the study and a rationale for
studying campus crime. A review of the Clery Act (1990) and resource dependency is
presented. The next section discusses results of the research questions and reconnects the
findings to previous research and resource dependency theory. This chapter will conclude
with a review of the limitations of the study and implications for future research and
practice.
Overview
Crime, both violent and non-violent, has always been an element of campus life
(Bromley, 1993; Burton, 2007; Cohen, 1998; Goodchild; 2007; Thelin, 2007). Burton
(2007) cited an example of a Harvard tutor who was physically assaulted by a group of
students in 1751. Drysdale et al. (2010) studied incidents of violent campus crime as
reported in print media from 1900 to 2008 and found a report of murder on campus as
early as 1909. Violent crime on campus is not a modern phenomena. Yet, colleges and
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universities are often safer than the surrounding communities (Bromley, 1995, 1999; Fox
& Hellman, 1985; Sloan, 1994; Volkwein et al., 1995). Colleges and universities are also
perceived safe by students and staff (Gregory & Janosik, 2003, 2006; Janosik & Gehring,
2003). Increased attention is periodically focused on the issue of campus crime when
violent events sporadically erupt. While the Virginia Tech mass student murders in 2007
and the murder of a police officer on the same campus again in 2011 commanded
attention in the media, all colleges and universities need to remain vigilant against all
forms of campus crime.
A full range of crime occurs on college campuses. Previous research has
concluded property crime is the most common type of crime, and violent crime is the
least common type of campus crime (Bromley, 1995, 1999; Carr, 2007; Sloan, 1994;
Volkwein et al., 1995). Overall, crime rates in the United States are on the decline (Baum
& Klaus, 2005; Truman & Rand, 2010). Some researchers claim crime on campus is
underreported (Carr, 2007; Fisher et al. 1998; Pezza, 1995). Some research has suggested
that colleges with more institutional wealth (as indicated by higher student tuition
revenue, larger library holdings, and medical schools) have higher crime rates (Fox &
Hellman, 1985; Sloan, 1994; Volkwein et al., 1995). This study explored the gap in the
literature to explain how campus crime may be related to institutional characteristics and
the campus security office.
Therefore this study examined the relationships between the incidence of reported
campus crimes and the structure, function, and resources of campus security offices. This
study answered the following research questions.
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Is there a difference in reported campus crime rates at the per capita level for total
crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime for colleges with police officers,
internal security officers, contract security officers, hybrid departments, and no
security office?



What combination of institutional characteristics best explain the occurrence of
total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime?

Using the lens of resource dependency theory, this study uncovered relationships between
the campus security office, institutional characteristics, and campus crime rates.
Awareness of these relationships may enable colleges and universities to reduce crime on
campus.
The Clery Act (1990)
With the passage of the Clery Act in 1990, the federal government mandated all
institutions of higher education accepting federal funding to publicly report campus crime
(USDOE, 2005). The college must submit a copy of the annual security report to the
Department of Education. The Handbook for Campus Crime Reporting (2005) advises
institutions that the annual security report must include three years worth of selected
crime data for the following offenses: murder/non-negligent manslaughter, negligent
manslaughter, sex offenses-forcible, sex offenses-non-forcible, robbery, aggravated
assault, burglary, motor vehicle theft, and arson. The annual security report must reveal
the number of arrests and referrals for disciplinary action for weapon law violations, drug
abuse violations, and liquor law violations. If a college or university has more than one
campus location, a separate report must be filed for each campus site.
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The Clery Act (1990) mandates that the annual security report must be filed
regardless of the type of campus security office. If an institution relies on contract
security, uses a hybrid department, or has no official security office and relies on local
law enforcement as needed, the institution is still mandated to submit an annual security
report. Regardless of the campus security office type, the institution is mandated to
"make a reasonable good-faith effort to obtain certain crime statistics from appropriate
law enforcement agencies" that may have knowledge of crimes that may have occurred
(USDOE, 2005, p. 5).
Like many federal laws, the Clery Act (1990) does not specify how the college or
university must provide campus security or how the service should be funded. The
institution may choose to employ certified police officers, internal security officers,
contract security officers, a hybrid department, or they may rely solely on local law
enforcement agencies as needed. This study utilized resource dependency theory to
examine relationships between the incidence of reported campus crimes and the structure,
function, and resources of campus security offices and institutional characteristics.
Resource Dependency Theory
"The key to organizational survival is the ability to acquire and maintain
resources" (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 2). The college or university may wish to
increase revenue by increasing enrollment. To meet this goal, the college or university
tasks the campus security office with providing a safe campus. The campus security
office must then manage its resources in an efficient manner so that campus safety can be
achieved.
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According to Pfeffer and Salancik (2003), it is the responsibility of the institution
to correctly perceive environmental cues and correctly steer the organization. If an
institution fails to respond to safety concerns, the Department of Education is likely to
intervene to encourage institutions to comply or to impose a fine (USDOE, 2005). Most
colleges and universities are highly motivated to maintain safe campuses.
Maintaining low campus crime rates is an important task for an institution that is
dependent on enrollment for financial survival. The annual campus security report, or
Clery report, is an example of an external standard imposed on the institution to measure
institutional effectiveness (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). According to resource dependency
theory, this type of annual assessment aids the consumer in determining the “usefulness
of what is being done and of the resources that are being consumed by the organization”
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 11). A safe college or university is perceived by students
and parents as a measure of effectiveness.
No organization, large or small, is truly self-contained (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003).
The campus security office is influenced by other campus departments as well as by
external agencies. The campus security office may share resources, such as office or
building space. Close contact with other departments may facilitate communication or
cooperative use of needed resources. The security office can be located on campus, off
campus, or adjacent to campus which can affect the physical access to needed centralized
college resources. Physical isolation of any institution will restrict access to resources.
This study focused on the efficient use of resources available to the campus
security office. The security office could be physically located on campus, off campus, or
adjacent to campus. The security could share a building with other departments, be in its
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own building, or be in a building with the college president. The reporting structure was
examined to decipher if it influenced the efficiency of the campus security office.
Efficiency was measured by campus crime rates gathered from annual security reports
mandated by the federal government. Another prime resource for the campus security
office is the total number of staff. The relationship between institutional characteristics
and security office resources were explored to uncover relationships that affect campus
crime rates.
Discussion of Results
Research question 1: Is there a difference in reported total crime rates, violent
crime rates, and non-violent crime rates at the per capita level for colleges with police
officers, internal security, contract security, hybrid departments, and no security office?
Previous research suggested a link between enrollment levels and total crime (Fox
& Hellman, 1985; Sloan, 1994). Drysdale et al. (2010) revealed a positive relationship
between enrollment levels and violent crime. As a strong positive relationship was
discovered in this study between total enrollment and total campus crime, the first
question was investigated at the per capita level. The total amount of reported campus
crime was combined for a three year total. This amount was divided by three to uncover a
yearly rate. This amount was then divided by the student enrollment to determine a per
capita rate. This reduction to a per capita rate was the appropriate method to account for
the strong influence of enrollment on campus total crime, non-violent crime, and violent
crime. The reduction to crime rates to the per capita level also made it easier to compare
crime rates among colleges and universities with a range of institutional enrollment sizes.
Some institutions had less than 100 students, while others had tens of thousands of
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students. Utilizing per capita crime rate comparisons when population sizes differed were
also a standard technique utilized by previous researchers (Fox & Hellman, 1985; Sloan,
1994; Truman & Rand, 2010; Volkwein et al, 1995).
Total crime. A significant difference was discovered in total crime rates at the per
capita level for institutions with different types of campus security offices. The KruskalWallis ANOVA test was conducted with the five types of campus security offices: police
departments, internal security, contract security, hybrid departments, and none.
Colleges that relied on local law enforcement instead of operating their own
security department had the lowest mean total crime rate. This result should be
interpreted cautiously. If an institution does not have security staff present on campus to
observe, report, and investigate crime, low numbers of crime may be reported. College
and university administrators should not assume that crime is actually lower because it is
not reported. Previous research suggests that campus crime is under-reported (Carr, 2007;
Pezza, 1995; Wechsler et al, 1994). However, it may also be true that colleges that do not
have their own security departments may simply not have the need for their own security
departments. If the crime rates are truly low, investing resources in a security office that
is not necessary would be an inefficient use of resources. Low crime rates among
colleges that do not have security departments may be a subject for further investigation.
Internal security departments report the most crime, followed by police
departments, hybrid departments, and then contract security. Hybrid departments are
created by combining the resources of police departments with either contract security or
internal security. With on-campus police department staff receiving training, supervision,
and other resources directly from the college or university and contract security reliant on
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an external agency for support, the two forms of security do not have equal access to
resources.
Hybrid departments that combine police with internal security may offer the best
hybrid solution. The total crime rates are similar. The two forms of security, if they are
both employed directly by the college or university, should have alignment in access to
resources, similar reporting structures, and perform collaborative functions which support
each other.
Further investigation is needed to determine if total crime rate is influenced by the
number of each type of security officer. The number and type of security officers per
institution was collected as part of determining the total number of security staff, but it
was not germane to the specific research question posed here. Further investigation may
tease out additional differences. Previous research was silent on distinguishing the
difference between campus police, internal security, contract security, or hybrid
department combinations. While total number of security officers was found to influence
crime rates, the research did not detect if the type of campus security officer had any
influence on the crime rates (Fox & Hellman, 1985; Sloan, 1994; Volkwein et al., 1995).
Total crime occurred at the rate of 35.9 incidents per 1,000 students. This is
comparable to previous research which found crime to occur at a rate of less than 33
incidents per 1,000 people (Fox & Hellman, 1985) and less than 38 incidents per 1,000
people (Sloan, 1994). A significant difference was found in this study in the total crime
rates for institutions with different forms of campus security, and campuses were also
found to have low crime rates overall.
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Violent crime. A significant difference was discovered in violent crime rates at
the per capita level for institutions with different types of campus security. The KruskalWallis ANOVA test was conducted with five types of campus security offices: police
departments, internal security, contract security, hybrid departments, and none.
Colleges that relied on contract security had the lowest mean total crime rate. As
previously discussed, this result should not be interpreted to mean that violent crime does
not occur. Under-reporting may be a factor. It may also be true that violent crime is not
an issue for some colleges and using contract security may be an efficient use of
resources. Institutions with on-campus police departments reported the next lowest levels.
Contract security and campus police departments have access to different resources and
loyalties to different employers. Yet, both report low mean levels of violent crime. The
campus administrator may consider these results in times of limited resources. If campus
violence is not a common issue, it may be wise to utilize contract security instead of a
campus police department. However, if campus violence is a problem, the campus
administrator may need to devote more resources toward a campus police department
which statistically reports a low mean rate of violent crime.
Hybrid department again report the highest level of violent crime. Internal
security and police departments have the next highest levels of violent crime. This would
suggest that if a college or university has an ongoing problem with violent crime,
selecting a police department to provide campus security would provide a more efficient
method to deal with the problem than either internal security or hybrid departments.
This study found violent crime accounted for 2.34% (n=904) of the reported total
crime. This result was consistent with previous research, with violent crime accounting
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for less than 2% of the total reported crime (Sloan, 1994). Bromley (1999) determined
violent crime on two year colleges campus accounted for less than 4% of the total
campus crime. Previous research found violent crime on campus to occur at the rate of
less than 1 per 1,000 people (Fox and Hellman, 1985; Sloan, 1994; Volkwein et al.,
1995). This study also found violent crime to occur at the rate of less than 1 per 1,000
people. Violent crime rates are very low, but they are none the less important.
Non-violent crime. A significant difference was not discovered in non-violent
crime rates at the per capita level for institutions with different types of campus security.
The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was conducted with five types of campus security
offices: police departments, internal security, contract security, hybrid departments, and
none.
No significant difference was discovered among the five campus security types
regarding non-violent crime rates. Non-violent crime is ubiquitous; no institution of
higher education is immune. Police departments and no security office (relying on local
law enforcement) had the highest mean non-violent crime rates, and internal security had
the lowest mean non-violent crime rate. The Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test did not detect a
significant difference in non-violent crime rates among colleges with different types of
campus security. No form of campus security is significantly more effective or efficient
in reducing this type of crime.
Resource dependency theory is not particularly helpful in explaining why there is
no difference in non-violent crime rates across the five different campus security types.
This result is disappointing. According to resource dependency theory, the organization
with the greatest access to resources should be the most efficient (Pfeffer & Salancik,
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2003). Theoretically, the on-campus police department should enjoy the greatest access
to college and university resources. According to resource dependency theory, the
security office with the greatest access to resources should be the most efficient (Pfeffer
& Salancik, 2003). In terms of non-violent crime, access to resources does not seem to
have a significant influence on reduced crime rates among colleges with different forms
of campus security.
Research question 2: What combination of institutional characteristics best
explain the occurrence of campus total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime on
campus? Backward stepwise techniques were utilized to determine the linear regression
model of institutional characteristics that could best explain the occurrence of total crime,
violent crime, and non-violent crime.
All independent variables were entered into the formula, and then variables were
excluded if they were highly correlated with other variables or if they were not significant
at the .05 level. The following independent variables were used in the regression model:
two or four year institutions, public or private control, for profit or nonprofit status, type
of campus security (police department, internal security, contract security, hybrid
department, or none with reliance on local authorities only), security department location
(on campus, adjacent to campus, off campus, or none), shared building resource (in the
same building with the institution president, in a building with other departments, in its
own building, or none), reporting structure (directly to the president, to the president's
designee, to student services, to academic affairs, to auxiliary services, to facilities, to the
finance division, to some other division, or none), total number of security staff, and
enrollment (total, male, and female). As enrollment was one of the institutional
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characteristics considered as part of the backward stepwise regression techniques, it was
appropriate to study total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime in its entirety. The
strength of the influence of enrollment was further investigated in this technique.
Total crime. Seven predictors were found to explain violent crime: total number
of security staff, campus security located in its own building, campus security reporting
to the finance department, four year institution, female enrollment, male enrollment, and
campus security office located off campus (Table 7). Interestingly, these variables
provided explanations for both increases and decreases in total crime.
Originally, the institutional characteristic of total enrollment was found to have a
very strong positive correlation to total crime. As enrollment increases, crime also was
expected to increase. Strong relationships were found between total enrollment and male
enrollment, total enrollment and female enrollment, and male enrollment and female
enrollment. It was surprising to discover that male enrollment was a stronger indicator of
increased total crime, while female enrollment decreased total crime. Fox and Hellman
(1985) previously investigated enrollment and found a strong positive relationship
between male enrollment and total crime, but the research was silent on the issue of
female enrollment. Volkwein et al. (1995) also found male enrollment to have a strong
relationship with campus crime, although female enrollment was not alternatively
considered. Male and female enrollment does not address who commits any crime or who
is the victim of any crime; however the results of this study and previous research
indicate that as male enrollment increases, total campus crime also increases.
While both four year and two year institutional status were entered as independent
variables, only being a four year institution was highly related to increased crime rate.
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Bromley (1999) explored crime community college campuses and found that all forms of
crime occurred at two year institutions and community colleges were generally safer than
their host communities. There is very little quantitative research investigating crime at
two year institutions. Given that most of the previous research focused so heavily on four
year public institutions, this does raise the concern that previous research results should
be applied cautiously to two year institutions. This study did not find that being a two
year institution had significant influence on increased or decreased crime rates.
This study found the total number of security staff was highly predictive of total
campus crime. This association was initially uncovered in previous research as well. Fox
and Hellman (1985) found the number of security officers was positively associated with
crime rates. Volkwein et al. (1995) suggested that there was a link, but was not able to
clarify it. While resource dependency theory would suggest that increased resources, such
as increased security staff, should result in less crime the opposite result seems to be
revealed. Confounding variables are likely interfering with this result. Increased numbers
of security officers may have been hired as a result of increased crime. Also, increased
number of security officers could result in increased ability to observe, report, and
investigate crime. Fewer officers may result in fewer observances of campus crime. This
result must be interpreted cautiously.
The campus security office located in its own building related to an increase in
total crime. Resource dependency theory would suggest that isolation of a department
from external departments and external resources may have the effect of making the
campus security department less efficient (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Shared resources,
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including physical contact with other departments, may increase the department
efficiency.
Violent crime. Six predictors were found to have the greatest influence on violent
crime: four year institution, male enrollment, hybrid campus security department, off
campus security office location, campus security office located in the same building with
the president, and total number of security staff (Table 8). These variables provided
explanations for both increases and decreases in violent crime.
Men and women are both likely to be the victims of violent crime (Bromley,
2005; Drysdale et al., 2010). However, this study found higher male enrollment explained
increased crime rate. Male enrollment was a better indicator of violent crime than total
enrollment. Male enrollment must not be misinterpreted to mean that male students are
more likely to be the victims or the aggressors of violent crime. This study did not
analyze who was committing or who was victimized by the crime.
Three additional variables that explained total crime also explained violent crime.
As with total crime, being at a four year institution explained an increase in violent crime.
The total number of security staff was also an important indicator of increased campus
crime. A security office located off campus also explained increased violent crime.
When might a security office be located off campus? This may occur when a
college or university relies solely on local law enforcement on an as needed basis or
when contract security is hired through an external agency. This result is unclear and
should be explored further. Even if a college or university does not have its own security
department, the institution is still required by the Clery Act (1990) to make a good faith
effort to request relevant crime statistics from local law enforcement agencies. However,
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the local law enforcement agency is not compelled by the Clery Act (1990) to provide the
information (USDOE, 2005), and thus the data may be incomplete.
When the campus security office is located in the same building as the president
of the institution, violent crime declines. Resource dependency theory would suggest that
by sharing the building resource, stronger relationships are formed by the groups within
the building (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Building a stronger connection between the
institution's president and the campus security department improves efficiency.
Non-violent crime. Seven predictors were found to have the greatest influence on
non-violent crime: total number of security staff, campus security department located in
its own building, campus security reporting to the finance division, four year institution,
female enrollment, male enrollment, and campus security located off campus (Table 9).
These variables provided explanations for both increases and decreases in violent crime.
The influence of total number of security staff, male and female enrollment,
campus security office located in its own building and campus security office located off
campus have been discussed in previous sections. A unique variable that appears to
influence non-violent crime is the campus security office reporting to the finance
division. When the campus security office reports to the finance department, an increase
in total crime is predicted. This reporting structure variance was unanticipated. Reporting
to the finance division was not an original survey choice; however, it was selected so
commonly as a write in option that the variable could be independently analyzed. It is
unknown if reporting to the finance division increases financial resources or restricts
financial resources for the campus security office. However, reporting to the financial
division does not appear to be an efficient reporting structure as this characteristic is
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positively associated with increased non-violent crime. Resource dependency theory
would suggest that inefficient operating procedures at all levels contribute to department
inefficiency and may lead to departmental demise (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003).
Limitations
This study relied on crime information provided by colleges and universities to
the Department of Education. It may be possible that crime has been underreported (Carr,
2005; Fisher et al., 1998; Pezza, 1995). It is possible, but unlikely, crimes are being
deliberately misreported by administrators (Gregory & Janosik, 2003, 2006). Strict
financial penalties are in place by the federal government for failing to properly report
crime in the annual security report that is submitted to the Department of Education as
mandated by the Clery Act (USDOE, 2005). It is more likely than not that the colleges
and universities that voluntarily participated in this study honestly reported their campus
crime statistics as best as they were able.
An important limitation in this study is the fact that all crimes analyzed were
reported crimes. The reported crimes do not reveal if any person was actually arrested or
actually convicted of any charge.
It is not necessary for the crime to have been investigated by the police or campus
security authority, nor must a finding of guilt or responsibility be made. If the
institution is in doubt as to whether a crime has been reported, the institution
should rely on the judgment of law enforcement professionals.
(USDOE, 2005, p. 23)
Additionally, local law enforcement is not required by the Clery Act to provide the
requested information to the college or university (USDOE, 2005). As this limitation has
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been applied equally to all institutions, any variation should not be significant. However,
this study must be clear in stating that all crime data is “reported” crime and may not
actually represent arrests or convictions.
Only institutions that agreed to participate in the online survey were used for data
analysis. No incentive was offered to any participant to complete the survey. The survey
response rate was very good, 41.87% (n=157). As the institutions that responded were
representative of the institutions that were invited to participate, it is likely that the results
are representative of the population that was studied (Babbie, 2007; Cook et al., 2000)
This study cannot determine if the total number of security staff hired at
institutions is a result of increased crime or if the presence of increased security staff
causes more crime to be noticed, reported, and addressed. It may also be possible that a
lack of security staff contributes to low incidence of crime for many institutions because
there is no security staff available to observe, report, or investigate the crime. An
alternative possibility may be that due to a lack of crime, fewer security staff are hired.
Many institutions file annual security reports with the Department of Education and
indicate that no violent crime has occurred (USDOE, 2010). Institutional administrators
may operate under the false belief that crime does not occur because the institutions lack
security staff to observe, report, and investigate these offenses. Although institutions
(regardless of campus security type) are required to make a good faith effort to obtain
relevant campus crime statistics from local law enforcement agencies, the local law
enforcement agencies are not mandated under the Clery Act (1990) to provide the
requested information (USDOE, 2005).
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Both public and private institutions experienced crime such that neither
characteristic was a strong predictor of crime. Volkwein et al. (1994) previously found
that public colleges and universities experienced more property crimes than private
institutions. In this study, nonprofit and for profit status did not significantly explain total
crime, violent crime, or non-violent crime. Previous research has shown institutional
characteristics can influence each other and collinearity can occur (Sloan, 1994). This
study did not detect public or private control or for profit or nonprofit status had a
significant influence on crime rates.
Implications for Future Research
Institutional characteristics do have an influence on campus crime rates. While
male enrollment has the effect of increasing crime rates, female enrollment has the effect
of reducing crime rates. Knowing this, open enrollment institutions could be studied to
see if crime rates fluctuated with the change in the percentage of male and female
enrollment over time. Other characteristics related to student demographics could be
studied to see if other student demographic characteristics have a positive or negative
influence on campus crime rates.
Resource dependency theory suggests that access to resources increases efficiency
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). This study found that total number of security staff was
positively associated with increased amounts of total crime, violent crime and non-violent
crime. Future research should expand on this information to see if crime rates vary by
number of contract security, internal security, hybrid department, or police department
staff members. This information was gathered as part of this study to investigate the
influence of total number of security staff on crime rates. Further analysis should be
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performed to see if the type of security staff had any influence on the crime rates.
Additional research could be performed to see if there are significant differences in
education level, work experience, job training, or other characteristics of the campus
security office staff members.
A case study could be performed using an institution that made a significant
change in the campus security office. The institutional characteristics used in this study
could be applied to the case study to see if a change in reported total crime, violent crime,
or non-violent crime occurred after the campus security office made a change. An
interesting study would be with an institution that previously used internal or contract
security and changed to use a police department instead.
Previous research has shown that violent crime occurs frequently in on-campus
housing. Bromley (2005) found that 33 percent of the campus murders he studied
occurred in on-campus housing. Drysdale et al. (2010) found that 28 percent of the
violent crimes that resulted in death occurred in on-campus housing. On-campus housing
availability was not an institutional factor included in this study, but this information
could be collected from U.S. Department of Education Campus Security Data Analysis
Cutting Tool and added in to the existing data set for additional analysis.
As previous research focused almost entirely on four year public institutions,
hopefully this study will open the door to more research with two year institutions,
private institutions, for profit and nonprofit institutions. Higher education comes in many
forms, and it is a mistake to focus research solely in one arena. With over 10,000
institutions submitting annual security reports to the Department of Education in 2011,
and twice as many private institutions compared to public institutions, research that
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focuses on four year public institutions excludes more students than it actually includes
(USDOE, 2010). Further research is needed to encompass all forms of higher education.
Results of studies of campus crime should not be restricted to four year public colleges
and universities.
Implications for Practice
The results of this study suggest that while all types of crimes occur on all types
of colleges across the nation, action can be taken to reduce crime rates. Encouraging, or
at least not restricting, female enrollment may have a reducing influence on crime rates.
This study reveals that locating the campus security office in the same building as the
college president has the influence of reducing crime rates.
This study reveals that when the campus security office reports to the college’s
financial division, higher crime rates exist. Campus administrators may consider this
finding when reorganizations occur. Aligning the campus security office with the
financial division is associated with higher crime rates and should be avoided. Resource
dependency theory would suggest that a poor alignment of resources and poor structure
would lead to inefficiency (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003).
Higher numbers of security staff does not appear to be an effective use of
resources. The educational level and training levels of the security officers is unknown.
Education and training could be an influential resource component that is missing in this
study. Simply increasing staff numbers does not produce lower crime rates. While higher
numbers of security staff is positively associated with higher crime rates, lower numbers
of security staff should not be assumed to equate with lower crime rates. Less crime may
be reported, but less crime may or may not actually occur. Further research is needed to
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determine if less crime is actually occurring or if less crime is being reported because
fewer security staff members are available to observe and report the crime.
This study may be useful to campus administrators who are faced with the
difficult decision of how to delegate limited resources. When considering violent crime,
both campus police departments and contract security have demonstrated low mean
violent crime rates. If violent crime is anticipated, the skills of a trained police force may
be beneficial. If violent crime has not been an issue in the past, contract security may be a
sufficient substitute. The campus administrator may contemplate the specific needs of the
college and make an informed choice. This study shows that while differences in crime
rates do exists, this study is not able to isolate a single type of campus security as the best
type for all types of colleges.
Summary
This national quantitative study used data from the annual security reports
submitted to the Department of Education and data from informational surveys
completed by institutional campus security offices. A total of 154 institutions were
examined to determine if there was a significant difference in total crime, violent crime,
and non-violent crime at the per capita level for institutions with police departments,
internal security, contract security, hybrid departments, and no security office. A
significant difference was discovered in total crime per capita and violent crime per
capita, but a significant difference was not found for non-violent crime at the per capita
level. Institutional characteristics and campus security office characteristics can be used
to explain a percentage of the total crime, violent crime, and non-violent crime.
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While crime is an element of campus life and society in general, the college has
the power to make positive change to reduce total crime, violent crime, and non-violent
crime. It is a mistake to blame campus crime on the surrounding community. Resources
should be shared for the benefit of the campus security department and the college
community. Campus security offices should not be isolated, and they should be housed in
buildings with other departments. The campus security office and the college president
should have a strong, visible relationship by sharing a building if possible. Reporting
structure does have an influence on campus crime. Inefficient reporting structures, such
as placing the campus security office within the financial division, should be avoided.
Colleges and universities should remember that different types of campus security offices
are associated with different mean crime rates. While the financial cost may be high to
support campus security, it is impossible to place a financial value on the college's most
valuable resource: the students.
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Appendix A: Survey Cover Letter
Hello [FirstName] [LastName],
You are invited to participate in a research survey to gather institutional information
regarding your campus security office. You have been selected for this survey because
you are either the campus administrator identified on the annual campus security report
(Clery report) submitted to the Department of Education or you were identified through
contact with your school as a person who would be knowledgeable about your campus
security.
I am conducting a research project to examine the possible impact of the structure,
function, and resources of the campus security on the incidence of reported crime on
campus.
Below is a link to the 10 question online survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
If you would prefer to complete a paper version of the survey, please email me at
hende179@unlv.nevada.edu. In your email, please indicate how you would prefer to
receive the paper version of the survey (i.e., U.S. mail or a printable version of the survey
via email).
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward
this message.
If you have any additional questions or would like more information, please review the
detailed instructions included with the survey or contact me directly at
hende179@unlv.nevada.edu.
If you wish to opt-out, you may do so here: https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
Thank you in advance for your participation.
Trish Henderson Bennett
Principal Investigator

118

Appendix B: Survey Instrument
Campus Security Office: Structure, Function, and Resources Survey
You are invited to participate in a research project. The research project is
studying the relationships between the structure, function, and resources of the campus
security office and the incidence of reported crime on campus.
I hope you will participate in this study. The survey will take approximately 10
minutes to complete. There are no physical risks or discomforts associated with taking
this survey. Your participation is completely voluntary. You may refuse to participate or
discontinue participation at any time without penalty. You may choose to answer all of
the questions or skip some of the questions.
Your responses to the questions will be kept confidential. Your name and
computer identification information will not be collected. All data collected for the study
will be stored in a secure location for three years by the principal investigator. The results
of the study will not individually identify any survey participant. Results will be reported
in broad patterns to the higher education research community.
If you have questions or concerns about the study, contact Trish Henderson
Bennett, Principal Investigator, at 906-487-1839, hende179@unlv.nevada.edu. You may
also contact Dr. Vicki J. Rosser, Dissertation Advisor, at vicki.rosser@unlv.edu. This
study was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of Nevada, Las
Vegas. Any questions or concerns about human subject participation may be directed to
the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794 or toll free at
877-895-2794 or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.
Thank you for your assistance in this research project.
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Campus Security Office: Structure, Function, and Resources Survey
1.

Which description best describes the campus security office staff at your college?
(select one)

2.

3.

A.

Police department with certified police officers

B.

Security office with security officers employed by the college

C.

Security office with security officers provided by an external agency

D.

Hybrid department: Both certified police officers and security officers

E.

No formal security office, relying on local law enforcement when needed

F.

Other (please specify) _______________________________________

Where is the campus security office located?
A.

On campus with all of the other campus buildings

B.

Adjacent to the campus (eg., in a building that is directly across the street)

C.

Off campus located at an annex site

D.

There is no security office.

E.

Other (please specify) _______________________________________

How would you best describe the physical location of the campus security
building?
A.

The security office is located in the same building as the college president.

B.

The security office is located in a building with other departments.

C.

The security office is located in its own building and does not share the
building with any
other department.

D.

There is no security office.

E.

Other (please specify) _______________________________________
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4.

There is a reporting structure to every department. To whom does the Chief of

Police

or Director of Campus Security report at your college?
A.

Directly to the college president

B.

Directly to a designated assistant/executive assistant to the college
president

5.

C.

Directly to the vice president of student services/student affairs

D.

Directly to the vice president of auxiliary services

E.

Directly to the vice president of academic affairs

F.

Directly to the vice president of facilities management

G.

We do not have a Chief of Police or Director of Campus

H.

Other (please specify) _______________________________________

As of today’s date, how many full time police officers work in the security office
at your college each week?

6.

As of today’s date, how many part time police officers work in the security
office at your college each week?

7.

As of today’s date, how many full time security officers are employed by the
college each week?

8.

As of today’s date, how many part time security officers are employed by the
college each week? (Do not count student employees.)

9.

As of today’s date, how many full time contract security agents provide security
to your college by an external security agency on a weekly basis?

10.

As of today’s date, how many part time contract security agents provide
security to your college by an external security agency on a weekly basis?
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Appendix C: Survey Reminder Notice
Hello [FirstName] [LastName],
I am writing to remind you of a survey link that was previously e-mailed to you one. The
survey is seeking information regarding the structure, function, and resources of your campus
security office.
If you have not completed the survey, please consider taking 10 minutes to complete it
now. Your input is needed to make this research accurately reflect how the structure, function,
and resources of the campus security office may affect the incidence of reported crime on college
and university campuses.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward
this message.
If you would prefer to complete a paper version of the survey, please contact me at
hende179@unlv.nevada.edu . I would be very happy to mail a paper copy of the survey to you.
Thank you for taking about 10 minutes to participate in this research project. Your response is
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Trish Henderson Bennett
Principal Investigator

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from me, please click the link below, and
you will be automatically removed this research project.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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Appendix D: Survey Reminder Final Notice
Hello [FirstName] [LastName],
The national campus security survey will close this week on 2/17/2012. The survey is
seeking information regarding the structure, function, and resources of your campus security
office. I hope you will complete the survey.
This is the final reminder about the survey. In order for the research results to be
representative of the survey population, a response from each campus security office at each
college in the survey population is important. Your response is entirely confidential. Your
personal name will not be associated with the research report.
A list of all colleges and universities that were invited to participate will be included in
the report; however, your individual response to the survey questions will not be listed. Research
findings will only include aggregate data. The survey has 10 questions and should take no longer
than 10 minutes to complete. Below is a link to the survey.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
If you would prefer to complete a paper version of the survey, please contact me at
hende179@unlv.nevada.edu.
I sincerely appreciate your assistance with this important research project. I hope to share
the results of this project with all participants after all of the information has been gathered and
analyzed.
This is the final email reminder. However, you can still remove yourself from receiving
future emails by emailing me directly or using this link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
Sincerely,
Trish Henderson Bennett
Principal Investigator
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Appendix E: Sample Population
Adler Graduate School
Advanced Training Associates
AIB College of Business
Altamaha Technical College
Alvernia University
American Academy of Acupuncture and Oriental
Medicine
American Baptist College
American InterContinental University-Houston
Andrew College
Angelina College
Arizona Christian University
Arkansas Tech University
Arlington Baptist College
Art Center College of Design
ASA Institute of Business and Computer
Technology
Ashford University
Ashland Community and Technical College
Asnuntuck Community College
Atlanta's John Marshall Law School
Atlantic Technical Center
Augustana College
Ave Maria School of Law
Bainbridge College
Bangor Theological Seminary
Barclay College
Barnard College
Barry University
Bay Mills Community College
Bay State College
Beal College
Beaumont Adult School
Beckley Beauty Academy
Berks Technical Institute
Black Hawk College
Black Hills Beauty College
Blue Ridge Community College
Boricua College
Boston Baptist College
Brookline College-Tucson
Brown College
Brown Mackie College-Merrillville
Bryan College-Los Angeles
Butler Community College
Butte College
California State Polytechnic University-Pomona
California State University-Channel Islands
California State University-Long Beach
California State University-San Bernardino
California University of Pennsylvania
Capri College-Dubuque
Carrington College-Boise

Casper College
Castleton State College
Catawba Valley Community College
Cedar Crest College
Cedar Valley College
Central College
Central Maine Medical Center School of
Radiologic Technology
Central Pennsylvania College
Central Virginia Community College
Chabot College
Christ the King Seminary
Cleveland State University
Coffeyville Community College
Colby Community College
Colby-Sawyer College
Colgate Rochester Crozer Divinity School
College of Saint Mary
College of the Canyons
College of the Ozarks
Colorado School of Traditional Chinese
Medicine
Columbus State Community College
Community College of Rhode Island
Concorde Career College-Portland
Conway School of Landscape Design
Cooper Union for the Advancement of Science
and Art
Copiah-Lincoln Community College Simpson
County Center
Court Reporting Institute of Louisiana
Court Reporting Institute-Wheeler Institute of
Texas
Covenant Theological Seminary
Coyne College
Crowder College
Cumberland County College
CUNY Bernard M Baruch College
CUNY Bronx Community College
CUNY LaGuardia Community College
Curry College
Dabney S Lancaster Community College
Davis College
Dawson Community College
Daymar College-New Boston
De Anza College
Delaware College of Art and Design
Delta College
Delta State University
Divine Word College
Dominican University
Dominican University of California
Dyersburg State Community College
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East Arkansas Community College
East Los Angeles College
East West College of Natural Medicine
Eastern Connecticut State University
Eastern Maine Community College
Eastwick College
Eckerd College
Eden Theological Seminary
Edgecombe Community College
Edward Via College of Osteopathic Medicine
Elizabeth City State University
Empire Beauty School-Appleton
Empire Beauty School-Florence
Empire Beauty School-Littleton
Evans Hairstyling College-St George
Everest College-Fort Worth
Everest College-Ontario
Everest College-Phoenix
Everest College-Reseda
Everest University-South Orlando
Everest University-Tampa
Fairmont State University
Faith Baptist Bible College and Theological
Seminary
Fashion Careers College
Fisher College
Flint River Technical College
Florida Atlantic University
Florida College of Integrative Medicine
Fond du Lac Tribal and Community College
Fontbonne University
Fortis College-Richmond
Full Sail University
Galen College of Nursing-Cincinnati
Genesee Community College
Glendale Community College
Gnomon School of Visual Effects
Gods Bible School and College
Golf Academy of America-Chandler
Graceland University-Lamoni
Graduate Theological Union
Granite State College
Gratz College
Grays Harbor College
Great Lakes Christian College
Gretna Career College
Gupton Jones College of Funeral Service
Hairitage Hair Academy
Hallmark College of Technology/Hallmark
College of Aeronautics
Hampden-Sydney College
Hannibal-Lagrange College
Harrisburg Area Community College-Harrisburg
Hartnell College
Hastings College
Heald College-Honolulu

Heald College-Rancho Cordova
Heartland Community College
Herzing University-Madison
Hinds Community College
Honolulu Community College
Howard University
Huntington Junior College
Illinois Wesleyan University
ImageWorks Academy of Hair Design
Indian Capital Technology Center-Tahlequah
Indiana University-East
Indiana Wesleyan University
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native
Culture
Inter American University of Puerto RicoAguadilla
Interface College-Spokane
International Business College
Iowa School of Beauty-Marshalltown
Island Drafting and Technical Institute
ITT Technical Institute-Austin
ITT Technical Institute-Richardson
Ivy Tech Community College-Wabash Valley
J F Drake State Technical College
Jackson State University
Jamestown Business College
Jamestown Community College
John A Logan College
Johnson State College
Kansas City Kansas Community College
Kaplan College-Denver
Kaplan College-San Diego
Kauai Community College
Kellogg Community College
Kendall College
Kent State University at Salem
Kiamichi Technology Center-McAlester
King College
Kussad Institute of Court Reporting
L'Academie de Cuisine
Lackawanna College
Laguna College of Art and Design
La'James International College
Lamar University
Laredo Community College
Latter-day Saints Business College
Laurel Business Institute
Lees-McRae College
Lehigh Carbon Community College
Linfield College-Adult Degree Program
Little Priest Tribal College
Long Island University-Brentwood Campus
Long Island University-Riverhead Campus
Long Island University-Westchester Campus
Lucas Marc Academy
Manhattan Christian College
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Medaille College
Medix School-West
Meredith Manor International Equestrian Center
Merrimack College
Messenger College
Metropolitan State College of Denver
Miami Lakes Educational Center
Middlesex Community College
Midstate College
Midwest Institute
Miller-Motte Technical College-Lynchburg
Milwaukee Area Technical College
Minot State University
Mississippi Delta Community College
Missouri Tech
Mitchell College (CT)
Monmouth University
Morningside College
Morris College
Mount Olive College
Mount Saint Mary College
Mountain State University
Muhlenberg College
NASCAR Technical Institute
National American University-Sioux Falls
Neumann University
Neumont University
New England College of Optometry
New England Culinary Institute at Essex
New England School of Acupuncture
New England School of Photography
New Jersey City University
New York Institute of Technology
North Carolina Wesleyan College
North Central Kansas Technical College
North Central Michigan College
Northeast Texas Community College
Northern Michigan University
Northwest Indian College
Northwest Missouri State University
Northwestern Connecticut Community College
Nossi College of Art
Nunez Community College
Oakland University
Ohio Business College-Sandusky
Ohio State University-Main Campus
Ohio University-Eastern Campus
Ohio Wesleyan University
Oklahoma Wesleyan University
Orleans Technical Institute
Otero Junior College
Ottawa University-Ottawa
Pacific University
Paine College
Palo Alto University
Pennsylvania Highlands Community College

Pennsylvania State University-Penn State
Harrisburg
Phagans School of Beauty
Phagans School of Hair Design-Portland
Phillips Graduate Institute
Pikeville College
Point Park University
Princeton University
Professional Golfers Career College
Radford M Locklin Technical Center
Rasmussen College-Bismarck
Rasmussen College-Pasco County
Reed College
Remington College-Mobile Campus
Ridge Career Center
Roanoke College
Robert Morris University
Rosedale Bible College
Rosemont College
Saint Elizabeth College of Nursing
Saint Francis Medical Center College of Nursing
Saint Louis Community College-Florissant
Valley
Samaritan Hospital School of Nursing
San Joaquin Valley College-Rancho Cucamonga
Sandusky Career Center
Santa Fe College
School of the Museum of Fine Arts-Boston
Skidmore College
Skyline College-Roanoke
South University-Montgomery
Southeast Culinary & Hospitality College
Southeast Kentucky Community and Technical
College
Southern Oregon University
Southern State Community College
Southern University and A & M College
Southwest Tennessee Community College
Southwestern College
Southwestern Oklahoma State University
Spencerian College-Lexington
Spring Arbor University
Spring Hill College
Springfield College of Beauty
St Francis Medical Center-School of Radiologic
Technology
Stephen F Austin State University
Sterling College
Stony Brook University
Strayer University-District of Columbia
Sul Ross State University
Sweet Briar College
Tabor College
Tacoma Community College
Technical College of the Lowcountry
Tennessee Technology Center at Crossville
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Tennessee Technology Center at McMinnville
Teterboro School of Aeronautics
The Art Institute of California-Sacramento
The College of New Rochelle
The Creative Circus
The General Theological Seminary
The Illinois Institute of Art-Schaumburg
The Restaurant School at Walnut Hill College
The University of Montana
The University of Tampa
Thomas Jefferson School of Law
Three Rivers Community College
Tiffin University
Total Look School of Cosmetology & Massage
Therapy
Trine University
Trine University-South Bend Regional Campus
Trinity Health System School of Nursing
Troy University
United Education Institute-Huntington Park
Campus
University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences
University of Baltimore
University of East-West Medicine
University of Great Falls
University of Iowa
University of Minnesota-Duluth
University of Pennsylvania
University of Phoenix-Atlanta Campus
University of Phoenix-Minneapolis/St Paul
Campus
University of Phoenix-Nashville Campus

University of Phoenix-Oregon Campus
University of Pittsburgh-Greensburg
University of Pittsburgh-Titusville
University of Redlands
University of Richmond
University of Southern California
University of Southern Indiana
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay
University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh
University of Wisconsin-Stout
Utica School of Commerce
Valley Forge Christian College
Vanderbilt University
Vatterott College-Quincy
Ventura College
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University
Wade College
Washington College
Webb Institute
Wells College
Wesley College
West Hills College Lemoore
West Virginia Business College-Wheeling
West Virginia Junior College-Bridgeport
William Mitchell College of Law
Wolford College
Worcester Polytechnic Institute
Wright State University-Lake Campus
Wyotech-Fremont
York College Pennsylvania
Zarem Golde ORT Technical Institute
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Appendix F: Study Participants
Advanced Training Associates
AIB College of Business
Altamaha Technical College
American Baptist College
American InterContinental University-Houston
Arizona Christian University
Arkansas Tech University
Art Center College of Design
Ashford University
Ashland Community and Technical College
Augustana College
Bangor Theological Seminary
Barry University
Beckley Beauty Academy
Berks Technical Institute
Blue Ridge Community College
Boston Baptist College
Butler Community College
Butte College
California University of Pennsylvania
Capri College-Dubuque
Casper College
Castleton State College
Central College
Central Pennsylvania College
Chabot College
Coffeyville Community College
College of the Canyons
Court Reporting Institute of Louisiana
Covenant Theological Seminary
Coyne College
Cumberland County College
CUNY Bernard M Baruch College
CUNY Bronx Community College
Curry College
De Anza College
Delaware College of Art and Design
Delta College
Dominican University
East West College of Natural Medicine
Eastern Connecticut State University
Eastern Maine Community College
Eckerd College
Elizabeth City State University
Empire Beauty School-Appleton
Everest College-Fort Worth
Fairmont State University
Fashion Careers College
Fisher College
Florida Atlantic University
Fortis College-Richmond
Full Sail University
Galen College of Nursing-Cincinnati

Genesee Community College
Glendale Community College
Graceland University-Lamoni
Gratz College
Grays Harbor College
Hairitage Hair Academy
Hallmark College of Technology/Hallmark
College of Aeronautics
Hampden-Sydney College
Harrisburg Area Community College-Harrisburg
Hartnell College
Herzing University-Madison
Honolulu Community College
Illinois Wesleyan University
ImageWorks Academy of Hair Design
Indian Capital Technology Center-Tahlequah
Indiana Wesleyan University
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native
Culture
Island Drafting and Technical Institute
Ivy Tech Community College-Wabash Valley
Jackson State University
Kellogg Community College
Kent State University at Salem
Lackawanna College
Lamar University
Lees-McRae College
Lehigh Carbon Community College
Long Island University-Riverhead Campus
Long Island University-Westchester Campus
Lucas Marc Academy
Medaille College
Merrimack College
Metropolitan State College of Denver
Midwest Institute
Miller-Motte Technical College-Lynchburg
Milwaukee Area Technical College
Mississippi Delta Community College
Monmouth University
Mount Saint Mary College
National American University-Sioux Falls
Neumont University
North Carolina Wesleyan College
Northeast Texas Community College
Northern Michigan University
Oakland University
Ohio Business College-Sandusky
Ohio Wesleyan University
Ottawa University-Ottawa
Paine College
Pennsylvania Highlands Community College
Pennsylvania State University-Penn State
Harrisburg
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Point Park University
Princeton University
Roanoke College
Robert Morris University
Saint Louis Community College-Florissant
Valley
Santa Fe College
School of the Museum of Fine Arts-Boston
Southern Oregon University
Southwest Tennessee Community College
Spencerian College-Lexington
Spring Arbor University
Spring Hill College
Springfield College of Beauty
Stephen F Austin State University
Stony Brook University
Sul Ross State University
Tabor College
Tacoma Community College
Technical College of the Lowcountry
Teterboro School of Aeronautics
The Art Institute of California-Sacramento
The General Theological Seminary
The Restaurant School at Walnut Hill College
The University of Tampa
Tiffin University

Trine University
Trinity Health System School of Nursing
Troy University
United Education Institute-Huntington Park
Campus
University of Baltimore
University of East-West Medicine
University of Iowa
University of Minnesota-Duluth
University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh-Greensburg
University of Redlands
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay
University of Wisconsin-Stout
Valley Forge Christian College
Vanderbilt University
Ventura College
Washington College
Webb Institute
Wells College
Wesley College
West Hills College Lemoore
West Virginia Junior College-Bridgeport
Worcester Polytechnic Institute
Wright State University-Lake Campus
York College Pennsylvania
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Appendix G: Correlation Matrix
2year

4year

Public
**

**

Pearson Corr.
1
-1.000
.253
2year
Sig. (2-tailed)
0.000
.002
N
153
153
153
**
Pearson Corr.
-1.000
1
-.253**
4year
Sig. (2-tailed)
0.000
.002
N
153
153
153
Pearson Corr.
.253**
-.253**
1
Public
Sig. (2-tailed)
.002
.002
N
153
153
153
**
**
Pearson Corr.
-.253
.253
-1.000**
Private
Sig. (2-tailed)
.002
.002
0.000
N
153
153
153
**
**
Pearson Corr.
-.518
.518
-.627**
Non Profit Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.000
.000
N
153
153
153
Pearson Corr.
-.161*
.161*
.401**
Police
Sig. (2-tailed)
.047
.047
.000
N
153
153
153
Pearson Corr.
-.008
.008
-.062
Internal
Sig. (2-tailed)
.926
.926
.445
Security
N
153
153
153
Pearson Corr.
.057
-.057
.000
Contract
Sig.
(2-tailed)
.486
.486
1.000
Security
N
153
153
153
Pearson Corr.
-.138
.138
.073
Hybrid
Sig. (2-tailed)
.088
.088
.367
N
153
153
153
Pearson Corr.
.234**
-.234**
-.379**
None1
Sig. (2-tailed)
.004
.004
.000
N
153
153
153
Pearson Corr.
-.156
.156
.407**
On
Sig. (2-tailed)
.055
.055
.000
Campus
N
151
151
151
Pearson Corr.
-.048
.048
-.138
Adjacent
Sig. (2-tailed)
.562
.562
.092
N
151
151
151
Pearson Corr.
-.065
.065
-.068
Off
Sig. (2-tailed)
.425
.425
.406
Campus
N
151
151
151
*
*
Pearson Corr.
.192
-.192
-.360**
None2
Sig. (2-tailed)
.018
.018
.000
N
151
151
151
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Private

Non Profit
**

-.253
.002
153
.253**
.002
153
-1.000**
0.000
153
1
153
.627**
.000
153
-.401**
.000
153
.062
.445
153
.000
1.000
153
-.073
.367
153
.379**
.000
153
-.407**
.000
151
.138
.092
151
.068
.406
151
.360**
.000
151

**

-.518
.000
153
.518**
.000
153
-.627**
.000
153
.627**
.000
153
1
153
-.161*
.047
153
.216**
.007
153
-.091
.261
153
.120
.140
153
-.105
.196
153
.081
.322
151
.218**
.007
151
.108
.187
151
-.185*
.023
151

Police
-.161*
.047
153
.161*
.047
153
.401**
.000
153
-.401**
.000
153
-.161*
.047
153
1
153
-.333**
.000
153
-.185*
.022
153
-.215**
.008
153
-.296**
.000
153
.291**
.000
151
.015
.851
151
-.042
.606
151
-.301**
.000
151

Appendix G: Correlation Matrix (cont.)
2year

4year

Pearson Corr.
.142
-.142
Sig. (2-tailed)
.080
.080
N
152
152
Pearson Corr.
-.114
.114
Shared
Sig. (2-tailed)
.161
.161
Building
N
152
152
Pearson Corr.
-.190*
.190*
Own
Sig. (2-tailed)
.019
.019
Building
N
152
152
*
Pearson Corr.
.195
-.195*
None3
Sig. (2-tailed)
.016
.016
N
152
152
Pearson Corr.
.254**
-.254**
President
Sig. (2-tailed)
.002
.002
Report
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.009
-.009
Designee
Sig. (2-tailed)
.912
.912
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.055
.055
Student
Sig. (2-tailed)
.506
.506
Services
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.022
.022
Auxiliary
Sig. (2-tailed)
.786
.786
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.125
.125
Facilities
Sig. (2-tailed)
.128
.128
N
150
150
*
Pearson Corr.
.166
-.166*
None4
Sig. (2-tailed)
.042
.042
N
150
150
*
Pearson Corr.
-.173
.173*
Finance
Sig. (2-tailed)
.034
.034
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.097
.097
Other
Sig. (2-tailed)
.240
.240
N
150
150
*
Pearson Corr.
-.168
.168*
Security
Sig. (2-tailed)
.038
.038
Total
N
153
153
Pearson Corr.
-.070
.070
Total
.389
.389
Enrollment Sig. (2-tailed)
N
153
153
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
President
Building
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Public
.074
.363
152
.231**
.004
152
.068
.408
152
-.362**
.000
152
-.060
.466
150
-.054
.510
150
.122
.137
150
.036
.663
150
.023
.777
150
-.308**
.000
150
.262**
.001
150
.047
.571
150
.042
.602
153
.398**
.000
153

Private
-.074
.363
152
-.231**
.004
152
-.068
.408
152
.362**
.000
152
.060
.466
150
.054
.510
150
-.122
.137
150
-.036
.663
150
-.023
.777
150
.308**
.000
150
-.262**
.001
150
-.047
.571
150
-.042
.602
153
-.398**
.000
153

Non Profit
-.105
.200
152
.137
.093
152
.112
.170
152
-.182*
.025
152
-.106
.197
150
.028
.736
150
.076
.353
150
.060
.469
150
.108
.190
150
-.156
.056
150
-.111
.176
150
.132
.107
150
.114
.161
153
-.241**
.003
153

Police
-.024
.770
152
.160*
.049
152
.173*
.033
152
-.304**
.000
152
.014
.863
150
.049
.548
150
.074
.368
150
.064
.438
150
-.036
.658
150
-.250**
.002
150
.104
.204
150
.053
.518
150
.076
.353
153
.276**
.001
153

Appendix G: Correlation Matrix (cont.)
Internal
Security
-.008
.926
153
.008
.926
153
-.062
.445
153
.062
.445
153
.216**
.007
153
-.333**
.000
153
1

Contract
Security
.057
.486
153
-.057
.486
153
.000
1.000
153
.000
1.000
153
-.091
.261
153
-.185*
.022
153
-.225**
.005
153
1

Pearson Corr.
2year
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
4year
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Public
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Private
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Non Profit Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Police
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Internal
Sig. (2-tailed)
Security
N
153
Pearson Corr.
-.225**
Contract
Sig. (2-tailed)
.005
Security
N
153
153
Pearson Corr.
-.260**
-.145
Hybrid
Sig. (2-tailed)
.001
.074
N
153
153
**
Pearson Corr.
-.359
-.200*
None1
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.013
N
153
153
**
Pearson Corr.
.308
-.007
On
Sig.
(2-tailed)
.000
.928
Campus
N
151
151
Pearson Corr.
.076
-.059
Adjacent
Sig. (2-tailed)
.355
.474
N
151
151
Pearson Corr.
-.052
-.029
Off
Sig.
(2-tailed)
.523
.723
Campus
N
151
151
**
Pearson Corr.
-.338
.035
None2
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.671
N
151
151
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Hybrid
-.138
.088
153
.138
.088
153
.073
.367
153
-.073
.367
153
.120
.140
153
-.215**
.008
153
-.260**
.001
153
-.145
.074
153
1
153
-.231**
.004
153
.177*
.029
151
.049
.552
151
.198*
.015
151
-.239**
.003
151

None1
.234**
.004
153
-.234**
.004
153
-.379**
.000
153
.379**
.000
153
-.105
.196
153
-.296**
.000
153
-.359**
.000
153
-.200*
.013
153
-.231**
.004
153
1
153
-.749**
.000
151
-.092
.260
151
-.046
.578
151
.822**
.000
151

On
Campus
-.156
.055
151
.156
.055
151
.407**
.000
151
-.407**
.000
151
.081
.322
151
.291**
.000
151
.308**
.000
151
-.007
.928
151
.177*
.029
151
-.749**
.000
151
1
151
-.261**
.001
151
-.129
.113
151
-.919**
.000
151

Adjacent
-.048
.562
151
.048
.562
151
-.138
.092
151
.138
.092
151
.218**
.007
151
.015
.851
151
.076
.355
151
-.059
.474
151
.049
.552
151
-.092
.260
151
-.261**
.001
151
1
151
-.013
.870
151
-.096
.243
151

Appendix G: Correlation Matrix (cont.)
Internal
Contract
Hybrid
Security Security
Pearson Corr.
.102
.062
.029
President
Sig. (2-tailed)
.213
.448
.719
Building
N
152
152
152
**
Pearson Corr.
.232
-.012
.112
Shared
Sig.
(2-tailed)
.004
.885
.169
Building
N
152
152
152
Pearson Corr.
.009
-.076
.116
Own
Sig. (2-tailed)
.912
.350
.153
Building
N
152
152
152
Pearson Corr.
-.335**
.036
-.238**
None3
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.658
.003
N
152
152
152
Pearson Corr.
-.103
.062
-.153
President
Sig.
(2-tailed)
.211
.450
.061
Report
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.127
.021
-.013
Designee
Sig. (2-tailed)
.122
.798
.879
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.227**
-.021
-.066
Student
Sig. (2-tailed)
.005
.798
.423
Services
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.018
-.073
.012
Auxiliary
Sig. (2-tailed)
.828
.375
.889
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.078
-.003
.137
Facilities
Sig. (2-tailed)
.346
.975
.095
N
150
150
150
**
Pearson Corr.
-.278
.038
-.203*
None4
Sig. (2-tailed)
.001
.644
.013
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.068
-.049
.239**
Finance
Sig. (2-tailed)
.406
.551
.003
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.019
-.010
.125
Other
Sig. (2-tailed)
.820
.906
.126
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.107
-.070
.354**
Security
Sig. (2-tailed)
.187
.392
.000
Total
N
153
153
153
Pearson Corr.
-.101
.002
.199*
Total
.215
.979
.014
Enrollment Sig. (2-tailed)
N
153
153
153
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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None1
-.156
.056
152
-.487**
.000
152
-.217**
.007
152
.822**
.000
152
.177*
.030
150
-.187*
.022
150
-.242**
.003
150
-.035
.670
150
-.159
.051
150
.674**
.000
150
-.187*
.022
150
-.167*
.041
150
-.198*
.014
153
-.323**
.000
153

On
Campus
.120
.141
151
.609**
.000
151
.195*
.016
151
-.919**
.000
151
-.128
.121
149
.115
.164
149
.209*
.011
149
.130
.113
149
.145
.077
149
-.622**
.000
149
.213**
.009
149
.100
.226
149
.035
.670
151
.323**
.000
151

Adjacent
.112
.169
151
.066
.418
151
-.063
.445
151
-.096
.243
151
.066
.425
149
.082
.318
149
.020
.807
149
-.034
.680
149
.066
.425
149
-.082
.322
149
-.056
.501
149
-.062
.456
149
-.021
.801
151
-.055
.499
151

Appendix G: Correlation Matrix (cont.)
Off
Campus
-.065
.425
151
.065
.425
151
-.068
.406
151
.068
.406
151
.108
.187
151
-.042
.606
151
-.052
.523
151
-.029
.723
151
.198*
.015
151
-.046
.578
151
-.129
.113
151
-.013
.870
151
1

None2

Pearson Corr.
.192*
2year
Sig. (2-tailed)
.018
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.192*
4year
Sig. (2-tailed)
.018
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.360**
Public
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
N
151
Pearson Corr.
.360**
Private
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.185*
Non Profit Sig. (2-tailed)
.023
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.301**
Police
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.338**
Internal
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
Security
N
151
Pearson Corr.
.035
Contract
Sig. (2-tailed)
.671
Security
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.239**
Hybrid
Sig. (2-tailed)
.003
N
151
Pearson Corr.
.822**
None1
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.919**
On
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
Campus
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.096
Adjacent
Sig. (2-tailed)
.243
N
151
Pearson Corr.
-.047
Off
Sig. (2-tailed)
.564
Campus
N
151
151
Pearson Corr.
-.047
1
None2
Sig. (2-tailed)
.564
N
151
151
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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President
Building
.142
.080
152
-.142
.080
152
.074
.363
152
-.074
.363
152
-.105
.200
152
-.024
.770
152
.102
.213
152
.062
.448
152
.029
.719
152
-.156
.056
152
.120
.141
151
.112
.169
151
-.023
.780
151
-.163*
.046
151

Shared
Building
-.114
.161
152
.114
.161
152
.231**
.004
152
-.231**
.004
152
.137
.093
152
.160*
.049
152
.232**
.004
152
-.012
.885
152
.112
.169
152
-.487**
.000
152
.609**
.000
151
.066
.418
151
-.090
.271
151
-.641**
.000
151

Own
Building
-.190*
.019
152
.190*
.019
152
.068
.408
152
-.068
.408
152
.112
.170
152
.173*
.033
152
.009
.912
152
-.076
.350
152
.116
.153
152
-.217**
.007
152
.195*
.016
151
-.063
.445
151
.215**
.008
151
-.220**
.007
151

None3
.195*
.016
152
-.195*
.016
152
-.362**
.000
152
.362**
.000
152
-.182*
.025
152
-.304**
.000
152
-.335**
.000
152
.036
.658
152
-.238**
.003
152
.822**
.000
152
-.919**
.000
151
-.096
.243
151
-.047
.564
151
1.000**
0.000
151

Appendix G: Correlation Matrix (cont.)
Off
President
None2
Campus
Building
*
Pearson Corr.
-.023
-.163
1
President
Sig.
(2-tailed)
.780
.046
Building
N
151
151
152
**
Pearson Corr.
-.090
-.641
-.306**
Shared
Sig. (2-tailed)
.271
.000
.000
Building
N
151
151
152
Pearson Corr.
.215**
-.220**
-.109
Own
Sig. (2-tailed)
.008
.007
.182
Building
N
151
151
152
**
Pearson Corr.
-.047
1.000
-.161*
None3
Sig. (2-tailed)
.564
0.000
.047
N
151
151
152
Pearson Corr.
-.030
.114
.054
President
Sig. (2-tailed)
.712
.167
.515
Report
N
149
149
150
Pearson Corr.
-.028
-.145
.077
Designee
Sig. (2-tailed)
.739
.079
.351
N
149
149
150
**
Pearson Corr.
-.041
-.217
-.077
Student
Sig.
(2-tailed)
.617
.008
.351
Services
N
149
149
150
Pearson Corr.
-.017
-.120
.204*
Auxiliary
Sig. (2-tailed)
.839
.145
.012
N
149
149
150
*
Pearson Corr.
-.030
-.170
.054
Facilities
Sig. (2-tailed)
.712
.039
.515
N
149
149
150
**
Pearson Corr.
-.040
.685
-.138
None4
Sig. (2-tailed)
.625
.000
.093
N
149
149
150
Pearson Corr.
-.028
-.196*
-.009
Finance
Sig. (2-tailed)
.739
.017
.918
N
149
149
150
Pearson Corr.
.222**
-.122
-.030
Other
Sig. (2-tailed)
.007
.137
.713
N
149
149
150
**
*
Pearson Corr.
.899
-.197
-.029
Security
Sig.
(2-tailed)
.000
.016
.720
Total
N
151
151
152
Pearson Corr.
.191*
-.351**
.212**
Total
.019
.000
.009
Enrollment Sig. (2-tailed)
N
151
151
152
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Shared
Building
-.306**
.000
152
1
152
-.427**
.000
152
-.633**
.000
152
-.076
.356
150
.170*
.038
150
.154
.060
150
.049
.550
150
.171*
.036
150
-.436**
.000
150
.080
.328
150
-.016
.850
150
.009
.917
152
.119
.145
152

Own
Building
-.109
.182
152
-.427**
.000
152
1
152
-.225**
.005
152
-.079
.337
150
-.127
.122
150
.110
.179
150
-.078
.344
150
-.079
.337
150
-.136
.098
150
.140
.087
150
.217**
.008
150
.261**
.001
152
.115
.157
152

None3
-.161*
.047
152
-.633**
.000
152
-.225**
.005
152
1
152
.115
.161
150
-.143
.081
150
-.215**
.008
150
-.119
.147
150
-.168*
.040
150
.685**
.000
150
-.194*
.017
150
-.130
.114
150
-.196*
.015
152
-.353**
.000
152

Appendix G: Correlation Matrix (cont.)
President
Student
Designee
Report
Services
Pearson Corr.
.254**
.009
-.055
2year
Sig. (2-tailed)
.002
.912
.506
N
150
150
150
**
Pearson Corr.
-.254
-.009
.055
4year
Sig. (2-tailed)
.002
.912
.506
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.060
-.054
.122
Public
Sig. (2-tailed)
.466
.510
.137
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.060
.054
-.122
Private
Sig. (2-tailed)
.466
.510
.137
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.106
.028
.076
Non Profit Sig. (2-tailed)
.197
.736
.353
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.014
.049
.074
Police
Sig. (2-tailed)
.863
.548
.368
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.103
.127
.227**
Internal
Sig. (2-tailed)
.211
.122
.005
Security
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.062
.021
-.021
Contract
Sig. (2-tailed)
.450
.798
.798
Security
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.153
-.013
-.066
Hybrid
Sig. (2-tailed)
.061
.879
.423
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.177*
-.187*
-.242**
None1
Sig. (2-tailed)
.030
.022
.003
N
150
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.128
.115
.209*
On
Sig. (2-tailed)
.121
.164
.011
Campus
N
149
149
149
Pearson Corr.
.066
.082
.020
Adjacent
Sig. (2-tailed)
.425
.318
.807
N
149
149
149
Pearson Corr.
-.030
-.028
-.041
Off
Sig. (2-tailed)
.712
.739
.617
Campus
N
149
149
149
Pearson Corr.
.114
-.145
-.217**
None2
Sig. (2-tailed)
.167
.079
.008
N
149
149
149
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Auxiliary
-.022
.786
150
.022
.786
150
.036
.663
150
-.036
.663
150
.060
.469
150
.064
.438
150
.018
.828
150
-.073
.375
150
.012
.889
150
-.035
.670
150
.130
.113
149
-.034
.680
149
-.017
.839
149
-.120
.145
149

Facilities
-.125
.128
150
.125
.128
150
.023
.777
150
-.023
.777
150
.108
.190
150
-.036
.658
150
.078
.346
150
-.003
.975
150
.137
.095
150
-.159
.051
150
.145
.077
149
.066
.425
149
-.030
.712
149
-.170*
.039
149

None4
.166*
.042
150
-.166*
.042
150
-.308**
.000
150
.308**
.000
150
-.156
.056
150
-.250**
.002
150
-.278**
.001
150
.038
.644
150
-.203*
.013
150
.674**
.000
150
-.622**
.000
149
-.082
.322
149
-.040
.625
149
.685**
.000
149

Appendix G: Correlation Matrix (cont.)
President
Report
.054
.515
150
-.076
.356
150
-.079
.337
150
.115
.161
150
1

Designee

Pearson Corr.
.077
Sig. (2-tailed)
.351
N
150
Pearson Corr.
.170*
Shared
Sig. (2-tailed)
.038
Building
N
150
Pearson Corr.
-.127
Own
Sig. (2-tailed)
.122
Building
N
150
Pearson Corr.
-.143
None3
Sig. (2-tailed)
.081
N
150
Pearson Corr.
-.123
President
Sig. (2-tailed)
.133
Report
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.123
1
Designee
Sig. (2-tailed)
.133
N
150
150
*
Pearson Corr.
-.185
-.167*
Student
Sig. (2-tailed)
.024
.042
Services
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.075
-.068
Auxiliary
Sig. (2-tailed)
.359
.408
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.136
-.123
Facilities
Sig. (2-tailed)
.096
.133
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.181*
-.163*
None4
Sig. (2-tailed)
.027
.046
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.123
-.111
Finance
Sig. (2-tailed)
.133
.176
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.141
-.127
Other
Sig. (2-tailed)
.086
.122
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.061
-.021
Security
Sig. (2-tailed)
.456
.801
Total
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
-.064
.146
Total
.433
.075
Enrollment Sig. (2-tailed)
N
150
150
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
President
Building
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Student
Services
-.077
.351
150
.154
.060
150
.110
.179
150
-.215**
.008
150
-.185*
.024
150
-.167*
.042
150
1
150
-.102
.214
150
-.185*
.024
150
-.245**
.003
150
-.167*
.042
150
-.190*
.020
150
-.057
.485
150
.013
.871
150

Auxiliary
.204*
.012
150
.049
.550
150
-.078
.344
150
-.119
.147
150
-.075
.359
150
-.068
.408
150
-.102
.214
150
1
150
-.075
.359
150
-.100
.224
150
-.068
.408
150
-.078
.344
150
-.035
.671
150
-.075
.363
150

Facilities
.054
.515
150
.171*
.036
150
-.079
.337
150
-.168*
.040
150
-.136
.096
150
-.123
.133
150
-.185*
.024
150
-.075
.359
150
1
150
-.181*
.027
150
-.123
.133
150
-.141
.086
150
.005
.952
150
.034
.680
150

None4
-.138
.093
150
-.436**
.000
150
-.136
.098
150
.685**
.000
150
-.181*
.027
150
-.163*
.046
150
-.245**
.003
150
-.100
.224
150
-.181*
.027
150
1
150
-.163*
.046
150
-.186*
.022
150
-.163*
.046
150
-.288**
.000
150

Appendix G: Correlation Matrix (cont.)
2year
Female
Enrollment
Male
Enrollment

Female
Enrollment
Male
Enrollment

Female
Enrollment
Male
Enrollment

Female
Enrollment
Male
Enrollment

Pearson Corr.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Pearson Corr.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Pearson Corr.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Pearson Corr.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Corr.
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

4year

-.073
.373
153
-.062
.449
153
Internal
Security
-.107
.187
153
-.084
.299
153
Off
Campus

.073
.373
153
.062
.449
153
Contract
Security
.041
.618
153
-.054
.504
153

.161*
.049
151
.223**
.006
151
President
Report
-.065
.430
150
-.059
.472
150

-.321**
.000
151
-.371**
.000
151
Designee

Finance

Other

None2

.170*
.037
150
.100
.224
150

Pearson Corr.
.188*
.080
Sig. (2-tailed)
.021
.332
N
150
150
Pearson Corr.
.207*
.090
Male
.011
.274
Enrollment Sig. (2-tailed)
N
150
150
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Female
Enrollment
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Public
**

.353
.000
153
.436**
.000
153

Private

Non Profit
**

-.353
.000
153
-.436**
.000
153

**

Police
.242**
.003
153
.306**
.000
153

Hybrid

None1

.181*
.025
153
.211**
.009
153
President
Building

-.298**
.000
153
-.338**
.000
153
Shared
Building

-.224
.005
153
-.250**
.002
153
On
Campus
.302**
.000
151
.331**
.000
151
Own
Building

.217**
.007
152
.191*
.019
152
Student
Services
.004
.961
150
.026
.751
150
Security
Total

.109
.181
152
.125
.126
152

.087
.285
152
.148
.068
152

Auxiliary

Facilities

None4

-.076
.356
150
-.068
.409
150
Total
Enrollment

.012
.882
150
.064
.440
150
Female
Enrollment

-.262**
.001
150
-.305**
.000
150
Male
Enrollment

.302**
.000
153
.379**
.000
153

.981**
.000
153
.959**
.000
153

1

.885**
.000
153
1

153
.885**
.000
153

Adjacent
-.063
.440
151
-.040
.627
151
None3
-.323**
.000
152
-.373**
.000
152

153

Appendix H: Excluded Independent Variables in Backward Stepwise Linear
Regression for the Dependent Variable Total Crime
Variables Entered/Removed*
Model
Variables Entered
Variables Removed
Method
Security Total, Facilities, Private,
Contract Security, President
Building, Designee, Adjacent,
President, Auxiliary, Internal
1a
Security, Own Building, Finance,
. Enter
Other, 4year, Hybrid, Female
Enrollment, None3, None4,
Nonprofit, Police, Male
Enrollment, Off Campus**
Backward (criterion: Probability
b
2
. Contract Security
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
c
3
. Nonprofit
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
d
4
. None3
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
e
5
. None4
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
f
6
. Facilities
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
g
7
. Adjacent
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
h
8
. Designee
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
i
9
. Private
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
j
10
. Hybrid
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
11k
. Police
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
l
12
. Other
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
m
13
. President
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
n
14
. Auxiliary
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
o
15
. President Building
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
p
16
. Internal Security
of F-to-remove >= .100).
*Dependent Variable: Total Crime
**Tolerance = .000 limits reached.
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Appendix I: Excluded Independent Variables in Backward Stepwise Linear
Regression for the Dependent Variable Violent Crime
Variables Entered/Removed*
Variables Entered
Variables Removed
Method
Security Total, Facilities, Private,
Contract Security, President
Building, Designee, Adjacent,
President, Auxiliary, Internal
1a
Security, Own Building, Finance,
. Enter
Other, 4 year, Hybrid, Female
Enrollment, None3, None4,
Nonprofit, Police, Male
Enrollment, Off Campus**
Backward (criterion: Probability
b
2
. Private
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
c
3
. Police
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
d
4
. Auxiliary
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
e
5
. None3
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
f
6
. None4
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
g
7
. Other
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
h
8
. Nonprofit
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
i
9
. Finance
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
j
10
. Contract Security
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
11k
. Designee
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
l
12
. Facilities
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
m
13
. Adjacent
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
n
14
. Female Enrollment
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
o
15
. President
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
p
16
. Internal Security
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
q
17
. Own Building
of F-to-remove >= .100).
*Dependent Variable: Violent Crime
**Tolerance = .000 limits reached.
Model
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Appendix J: Excluded Independent Variables in Backward Stepwise Linear
Regression for the Dependent Variable Non-Violent Crime
Variables Entered/Removed*
Variables Entered
Variables Removed
Method
Security Total, Facilities, Private,
Contract Security, President
Building, Designee, Adjacent,
President, Auxiliary, Internal
1a
Security, Own Building, Finance,
. Enter
Other, 4year, Hybrid, Female
Enrollment, None3, None4,
Nonprofit, Police, Male
Enrollment, Off Campus**
Backward (criterion: Probability
2b
. Contract Security
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
c
3
. Nonprofit
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
d
4
. None3
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
e
5
. None4
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
f
6
. Facilities
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
g
7
. Adjacent
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
h
8
. Designee
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
i
9
. Private
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
j
10
. Hybrid
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
11k
. Police
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
l
12
. Other
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
m
13
. President
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
n
14
. Auxiliary
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
o
15
. President Building
of F-to-remove >= .100).
Backward (criterion: Probability
p
16
. Internal Security
of F-to-remove >= .100).
*Dependent Variable: Non-violent Crime
**Tolerance = .000 limits reached.
Model
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